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Abstract
This thesis represents the results of my research on women’s participation 
in land use planning using the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning (CCLUP) 
process as a case study. The purpose of the research was to investigate 
women’s personal experiences in land use planning public participation 
processes, and to develop recommendations that would further encourage 
women to participate in such processes. Research methods included a literature 
review, interviews and data analysis.
Initiated in 1992 by British Columbia’s Commission on Resources and 
Environment, the CCLUP process took twenty-six months and included twenty- 
four sectors or interest groups at the negotiation table. By all accounts, the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process was dysfunctional in its efforts to 
negotiate resource management and land use decisions in the region, and it 
failed to reach consensus. The research identified four key themes from the 
women’s experiences with the CCLUP. The thesis concludes with five 
recommendations, based on the case study results, to further encourage 
women’s participation in land use planning processes.
Acknowledgements
I would like to thank all of the women who participated in this research, 
who gave their time, told their stories, and shared their experiences. They are 
the foundation of this thesis.
I would also like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Annie Booth, and committee 
members Dr. Alex Michalos and Dr. Doug Baker for their insight, guidance, and 
advice throughout the process. I thank Dr. Theresa Healey, my external 
examiner, for her time and expertise. Thank you to Dr. Marianne Ainley for her 
help in the early stages of this project.
And finally, thank you to Maggie Hutton for her patience and loving 
support.
Women’s Participation in Land Use Planning: A Case Study 
of the Cariboo Chilcotin Land Use Plan (CCLUP)
Abstract ii
Acknowledgements iii
Table of Contents iv
Chapter One: Introduction 1
1.0 Introduction 2
1.1 Purpose of the Research 3
1.2 Organization of the Thesis 4
Chapter Two: Literature Review: Background to the Study 6
2.0 Introduction 7
2.1 Public Participation in Land Use Planning 7
2.1.1 Why Public Participation is Important 9
2.1.2 Political Aspects of Public Participation 16
2.2 Women’s Participation in Land Use Planning 20
2.2.1 Why Women’s Participation is Important 23
2.2.2 Women and the Political Aspects of Public Participation 28
2.3 Public Participation in Land Use Planning in British Columbia 39
2.3.1 British Columbia’s Commission on Resources and 
Environment (CORE) 39
2.3.2 The Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan 41
2.4 Conclusion 46
Chapter Three: Methodology 48
3.0 Introduction 49
3.1 Research Design 49
3.1.1 Research Questions 50
3.1.2 Case Study Research and Definition 51
3.1.3 Role of the Researcher 52
3.2 Data Collection 53
3.2.1 Interviews 56
IV
3.2.2 Other Sources of Information 58
3.3 Data Analysis and Interpretation 60
3.3.1 Methods 60
3.3.2 Rigor of the Research 61
3.4 Conclusion 63
Chapter Four: Results 64
4.0 Introduction 65
4.1 The Interviews 65
4.1.1 Why the Women Became Involved in the Process 66
4.1.2 Personal Experiences of the Women 70
4.1.3 Gender Issues Identified by the Women 77
4.1.4 Suggestions to Improve the Process 87
4.2 Other Sources 91
4.3 Conclusion 94
Chapter Five: Analysis and Interpretation 95
5.0 Introduction 96
5.1 Key Themes 96
5.1.1 Polarization of the Process: “Browns” Vs. “Greens” 97
5.1.2 Distrust of the Government 100
5.1.3 Political Nature of the Planning Process 104
5.1.4 Issues of Gender 109
5.2 Implications for Women’s Participation in Land Use Planning 112
5.3 Conclusion 117
Chapter Six: Recommendations and Conclusion 118
6.0 Introduction 119
6.1 Recommendations for Improving women’s Participation in




Appendix I Conceptual Baggage 140






This thesis presents the results of my research on women’s participation 
in land use planning, using the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning (CCLUP) 
process as a case study. Initiated in 1992 by British Columbia’s Commission on 
Resources and Environment (CORE), the CCLUP process took twenty-six 
months and included twenty-four sectors or interest groups at the negotiation 
table. The process was based on the concept of shared decision making where 
groups who will be affected by the outcome of the decision are invited to 
participate in the decision making process. Sector representation at the CCLUP 
table included government agencies, industries, businesses, and local 
environmental groups. The final plan was released by the province of British 
Columbia in October of 1994.
I first became interested in women and land use planning in the summer 
of 1997 when I began my first year of working as a research assistant for Annie 
Booth and Greg Halseth’s Community Participation and the New Forest 
Economy research project. During that first season of field research, I spent four 
weeks in the city of Quesnel, talking with local government officials, businesses, 
and citizens’ groups regarding resource management issues and public 
participation in their community. Through the course of that summer and the 
next, I interviewed approximately twenty key individuals, and met with another 
twenty, through focus group sessions.
At the time, I was struck by the fact that although several different public 
participation initiatives had taken place in the region, everyone wanted to talk
about CORE, the British Columbia Commission on Resources and Environment’s 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan, a process that had ended three years previous. 
I was also impressed with the dedication of many of the individuals who had 
participated in the process, committing their time, effort, and personal resources 
to public participation. I heard stories of people driving hundreds of kilometres of 
winter roads to attend public meetings in Anaheim Lake or Horsefly, I saw the 
boxes of books and technical manuals that people read in order to prepare for 
the meetings, and I read through numerous files and documents that different 
sectors had taken the time to accumulate on the CCLUP process.
During the same period, I was doing course work in the Master of Natural 
Resources Management program at the University of Northern British Columbia.
I took courses on public land use planning, environmental ethics, research 
methodology, and women and the environment. As both my academic work and 
Booth and Halseth’s research progressed, my interests became more focused, 
and I realized that there had been very little research done on women and land 
use planning. I reflected upon the stories that I had heard from the women that I 
met through Booth and Halseth’s research, and I recognized that there were 
stories to be told and questions to be answered. It is from this realization that 
this thesis was born.
1.1 Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this research is twofold: to investigate women’s personal 
experiences in land use planning public participation processes, and to develop
recommendations that would further encourage women to participate in such 
processes. To achieve this purpose, the research has been driven by the 
following questions:
1. What were the experiences of the women who participated in the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin Land Use Planning process?
2. How do these women evaluate their own experiences?
3. What changes could be made in order to encourage more women to 
participate in land use planning processes?
1.2 Organization of the Thesis
Chapter One has briefly introduced how this project was born, and has 
outlined the purpose of the research and the research questions. Chapter Two 
presents a review of the current literature pertinent to the study. The first section 
outlines some of the basic concepts of public participation processes, followed by 
the second section which focuses specifically on women’s participation in land 
use planning. The third and final section of this chapter provides a brief review of 
literature pertaining to British Columbia’s Commission on Resources and 
Environment (CORE) and the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process.
Chapter Three outlines the research methods that were employed in this 
study, including case study and feminist research methodology. The fourth 
chapter provides the results of the research, presenting interview responses from 
women who had participated in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning 
process, and pieces of relevant information gathered from other sources.
Chapter Five offers an analysis and interpretation of the research results. It 
summarizes the four key themes that emerged from the data, and discusses their 
implications for women’s participation in land use planning. Building upon the 
analysis and interpretation of the research results, the sixth and final chapter 
offers five recommendations for improving land use planning processes in order 
to further encourage women’s participation. The chapter discusses the 
significance of these recommendations in our current political context and 
provides an overall conclusion to the thesis.
Chapter Two
Literature Review: Background to the Study
2.0 Introduction
This chapter presents a review of the literature pertaining to women’s 
participation in land use planning, and provides a brief background to this study. 
The first section, outlining some of the basic concepts of public participation 
processes, draws upon literature from planning theory and practice, political 
science, and participatory democracy theory. Building upon this foundation, the 
second section focuses specifically on women’s participation in land use 
planning. Sources for this section include gender planning analysis, feminist 
planning critiques, feminist geography and rural studies, gender political theory, 
and feminist analyses and critiques of science and knowledge. The final section 
of this chapter provides a brief review of literature pertaining to British Columbia’s 
Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE) and the Cariboo-Chilcotin 
Land Use Planning process.
2.1 Public Participation in Land Use Planning
Land use planning can be defined as “the process of evaluating and 
selecting alternative land uses” (Birkeland 1991, 72). Further, “the primary 
function of land use planning has been to allocate land for its most appropriate 
use ... This means providing for efficient spatial distribution of activities and 
structures in response to changing demographic and market trends” (Birkeland 
1991, 72). However, as Western society becomes more and more complex with 
increasing demands for resources, so too are the multitude of issues facing
public land managers and planners. Environmental protection, land use conflicts, 
and depleting resource supplies such as timber and minerals, are just some of 
the concerns that professional planners and land managers must consider in 
their day to day work life. Each of these concerns has a variety of causes and 
there are no easy answers.
The increasing complexity of natural resource management and 
environmental protection issues has coincided with an evolution of land use 
planning and public land management processes. In the past, there has been a 
huge gap “between resource planning and management on the one hand and 
community planning and development on the other” (emphasis in the original) 
(Harvey and Usher 1996, 34). While urban and regional planners have long 
recognized that public involvement is a critical part of planning, until recently, this 
has not been the case with resource and land use planning (Margerum 1997).
However, it is now increasingly recognized that land use planning 
decisions are a reflection of values regarding what various interest groups 
(including government agencies, industry and business, and other stakeholders 
and citizens) regard to be right or wrong (Wachs 1995, Webler 1993). 
Academics and researchers are increasingly asserting that planners, without 
input from the public, cannot speak in the interest of the public nor comprehend 
their full range of issues and perspectives (Margerum 1997). In order for the 
public’s interests to be truly represented and considered, the public must be able 
to participate in the decision making process (Proctor 1998).
Moreover, planners and resource managers are recognizing that public 
participation processes can play an important role in changing resource 
management policies. Selin, Schuett, and Carr (1997, 25) note that “[f]oresters 
themselves are realizing that collaborative approaches may be their best and 
only chance to influence the direction of natural resource policy." As such, land 
use planning is moving towards Integrated Resource Management (IRM) that is 
characterized by socially defined goals and management objectives, and 
collaborative decision-making between citizens and public and private sectors 
(Healey 1997; Margerum 1997; Selin, Schuett, and Carr 1997).
Integrated land use planning is based on the concept of socially defined 
goals, and public participation is critical (Margerum 1997). Today, planners 
actively seek the participation of interest groups, stakeholders, and the wider 
public, from the initial conceptualization stage, through negotiation and 
implementation (Moote, McClaran, and Chickering 1997; Proctor 1998). Indeed, 
meaningful public participation has become one of the key elements of resource 
management and environmental planning (Proctor 1998, Tanz and Howard 
1991).
2.1.1 Why Public Participation is Important
L. Graham Smith (1984, 253-4) defines public participation as “any action 
taken by an interested public (individual or group) to influence a decision, plan or 
policy beyond that of voting in elections” (emphasis in original). He goes on to
Write that public participation stems from the moral recognition that those affected 
by a decision should have input into that decision (Smith 1984).
A literature review of works on planning theory and practice, and on 
participatory democracy, reveals that there are several reasons why public 
participation in resource management and land use planning decisions is 
desirable:
1. First, crown lands and natural resources are public property. Knopp and 
Caldbeck (1990) suggest that for publicly owned lands, the principles of 
shared ownership and shared authority in making decisions go hand in hand. 
Goals and objectives “for the management of the resource should be 
determined by the owners of the resource. In the case of publicly owned 
forest lands, the public must be involved in determining what resources are to 
be valued, and what relative weights to attribute to each resource so valued” 
(Tanz and Howard 1991, 126). The intent of involving the public in planning 
and decision-making processes is to recognize public lands as a public 
resource and responsibility, and to ensure that activities carried out on public 
lands are overseen by the people in the communities who own the resources. 
Furthermore, the government is obligated to act in “the public’s best interests, 
following the general public will” (Brenneis 1990, 8). This is especially true 
regarding publicly owned lands and resources, and public participation in the 
land use planning process is “the best source for important information about 
values and an estimate of the public will” (Brenneis 1990,10).
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2. Second, better decisions are made with local knowledge. The public can 
provide ideas, information, knowledge and expertise, that the government 
does not have (Brenneis 1990, Checkoway 1995, Margerum 1997, Renn et 
al. 1993, Tanz and Howard 1991). “When public officials make land-use 
decisions in the absence of citizen involvement, they lose not only important 
information about public preferences and values, but also the practical insight 
and knowledge that citizens hold concerning important empirical and factual 
relationships” (Beatley 1994, 242). Moreover, involving citizens “with diverse 
perspectives fosters a more holistic view because each stakeholder has a 
different expertise, background, perspective, [and] understanding” (Margerum 
1997, 468). Because of this, public participation can lead to a more 
adaptable and capable process, that, in the end, produces better decisions 
(Brenneis 1990).
Furthermore, Renn et al. (1993) assert that the public has a particular role to 
play in evaluating the opinions and options presented by stakeholders, 
planners, and other experts. “Citizens, as the potential victims and 
benefactors of proposed planning measures, are the best judges to evaluate 
the different options available on the basis of the concerns and impacts” that 
are revealed through the planning process (Renn et al. 1993, 205). In the 
end, better decisions are reached when local knowledge is included and the 
so-called expert knowledge is publicly examined (Webler, Kastenholz, and 
Renn 1995).
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3. A third reason for Involving the public in land use planning processes is that 
conflict can be reduced through public participation (Beatley 1994; Moote, 
McClaren, and Chickering 1997). Decisions regarding resources and land 
use are often very contentious, and such decisions, made by planners or 
other officials without input from the public, are often subject to political 
tensions and conflict. Nixon (1993) suggests that incorporating the public into 
the decision making process can alleviate these tensions and reduce conflict. 
Timothy Beatley (1994, 243) suggests that public participation processes are 
“important because they help to promote and facilitate interaction among 
otherwise conflicting individuals and groups in the community.” He goes on to 
write that coming together and examining alternative values and views of the 
community or the world, does much to promote social harmony and a greater 
understanding and tolerance for different perspectives (Beatley 1994).
Moreover, people “gain a sense of community and partnership through a 
public participation process that shares the decision-making responsibility” 
(Brenneis 1990, 15-6). Rousseau suggests that public participation 
“increases the feeling among individual citizens that they ‘belong’ to their 
community” (Pateman 1970, 27), and Mills believes that public participation 
fosters an “active, public-spirited character” (Pateman 1970, 29). In this way, 
individuals become better, more community-minded citizens (Pateman 1970). 
Although incorporating the public into the planning process may initially take 
more time and resources, “there may be a definite long-term saving from 
reduced conflict and reduced delay later in the planning and decision-making
12
process” (Brenneis 1990, 11). In this way, “public participation may actually 
increase the efficiency of natural resource management and planning” 
(Brenneis 1990, 10-11).
Furthermore, the public may play a balancing or neutralizing role between 
extreme views regarding land use decisions. A study was done in Minnesota, 
where land use decisions made by the Department of Natural Resources, the 
Sierra Club, and local residents were compared (Knopp and Caldbeck 1990). 
This study showed that the residents' land use decisions were relatively 
conservative, falling neither to the extreme pro-logging stance of the 
government, nor to the extreme pro-preservation stance of the environmental 
groups. These findings suggest that the public can play a crucial role in 
arbitrating and stabilizing conflicts about resource management issues 
(Knopp and Caldbeck 1990, Tanz and Howard 1991).
4. Fourth, public participation adds credibility and fairness to the planning 
process (Harper and Stein 1995; Nixon 1993; Webler, Kastenholz, and Renn 
1995). As Timothy Beatley (1994, 242) puts it, a fair and equitable land-use 
decision “is one in which all individuals and groups affected by a decision 
have an opportunity to have their voices and opinions heard.” Decisions are 
more legitimate “when potentially affected parties can state their own case 
before their peers and have equal chances to influence the outcome” 
(Webler, Kastenholz ,and Renn 1995, 443). Moreover, “[p]ublic participation 
increases the accountability of the government to the public,” which is
13
“especially important to ensure fairness in typically discretionary decision­
making” (Brenneis 1990, 15).
5. Fifth, public participation “can help to develop a more informed and 
understanding population” (Brenneis 1990,15) and can contribute to 
increased individual and community development (Cortner and Shannon 
1993; Lord and Hutchison 1993; Lackey and Dersham 1992; Webler, 
Kastenholz, and Renn 1995). “Education is promoted through a collective 
learning process where all participants acquire and share information and all 
participants accept responsibility for policy decisions” (Moote, McClaren, and 
Chickering 1997, 877). The more that individuals participate in planning 
processes, the more they learn; the more they learn, the better able they are 
to understand not only the process, but also the reasoning behind the 
process. This citizen education is an important aspect of public participation 
(Cortner and Shannon 1993, Pateman 1970).
6. A sixth reason for involving the public in land use planning decisions is that 
successful public involvement is essential for putting conceptual plans into 
operation, because if the public is involved in putting the plan together in the 
first place, they will support it and defend it through implementation 
(Margerum 1997, Shrader-Fréchette 1994, Tanz and Howard 1991). Public 
participation processes have shown that people who participate in the 
process gain a sense of ownership in both the plan and the process (Cortner 
and Shannon 1993). That is, public participation allows citizens to become
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part of the system, making them more understanding of, and more likely to 
support, that system (Brenneis 1990).
Moreover, public “acceptance of any policy is closely linked with the 
perception of a fair procedure in making the decision” (Renn et al. 1993, 209) 
and “actions are more likely to be implemented when they are based on goals 
and policies shared by all those involved in the policy arena” (Margerum 
1997, 468-9). As Webler (1993, 61) puts it, “[w]ithout the support of the 
people whom the decision affects (both positively and negatively), the 
decision has little chance of being ... implementable.”
7. And finally, in this day and age, the public demands to have a say in 
government decision making processes, especially those processes 
regarding land use decisions (Brenneis and M’Gonigle 1992, Shindler 1998). 
This “new generation of citizen participation initiatives increasingly demands 
the extension of democratic principles and practice into economic decision 
making,” including decisions regarding land use planning and the 
management of natural resources (Tester 1992, 34). Indeed, Tanz and 
Howard (1991, 126) write that “it is no longer possible to manage public 
resources without [involving public participation].” Furthermore, sociologists 
believe that the public’s increased demands for participation in decision­
making processes is not a short term fad, but is a fundamental restructuring 
of society that will shape the way that decisions are made for time to come 
(Brenneis 1990).
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Given the above points regarding public participation, agencies 
responsible for public land use planning and resource management, including the 
government of British Columbia, are increasingly attempting to incorporate 
meaningful public participation in land use planning processes.
2.1.2 Political Aspects of Public Participation in Land Use Planning
Public land use planning is a function of the government, and therefore, in 
Western society, must be considered within the context of democracy. In a 
democracy, “governments justify their power by producing decisions and policies 
that the citizenry find appropriate and consistent with their definitions and images 
of the good life and the common good” (Webler 1993, 60). However, the 
government and its associated administrative and bureaucratic structure have 
become so large that they are no longer able to respond to the needs of 
individual citizens (Parenteau 1988, Smith 1984). As Brenneis (1990, 7-8) puts 
it, “[t]he distance between the decision-makers and those affected by the 
decision is too great. This results in a line of accountability for decisions that is 
so long that it has become blurred and the legitimacy of the decision has become 
questionable.”
To address this, Parenteau (1988) suggests that the tenets of participatory 
democracy be institutionalized within our representative democratic system. “In 
contrast to the theory of representative democracy, [in participatory democracy] 
public participation is viewed as vital to the stability of the government” (Brenneis 
1990, 14). That is, the government requires the active participation of citizens,
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not only to reach better and fairer decisions, but in order to continually perpetuate 
“the ancient art of good governance and administration” (Cortner and Shannon 
1993, 14). As Carole Pateman (1970, 25) explains.
As a result of participating in decision making, the individual is educated to 
distinguish between his [sic] own impulses and desires, he [sic] learns to be 
a public as well as a private citizen. ... Once the participatory system is 
established ... it becomes self-sustaining because the very qualities that 
are required of individual citizens if the system is to work successfully, are 
those that the process of participation itself develops and fosters; the more 
the individual citizen participates, the better able he [sic] is to do so. The 
human results that accrue through the participatory process provide an 
important justification for a participatory system.
Participatory democracy is premised on “the free, equal, and autonomous 
individual person as the basic unit of society -  the ultimate object of moral 
concern and the ultimate source of value” (Harper and Stein 1995, 12). As 
Brenneis (1990, 14) explains, “[ejach citizen has equal rights and each person’s 
private welfare is equally important for defining public welfare.” Beatley (1994, 
257) defines political equality in land use decisions as “including equality of 
participation, equality of power and influence, and equality of representation.” 
Inherent in this notion of equality is the tenet that public participation processes 
be fe/r (Beatley 1994, Knopp and Caldbeck 1990, Webler 1993). Webler (1993, 
61) stipulates that fairness is “measured according to how equally everyone who 
is potentially impacted by the process can attend the activity, make and 
challenge statements, and contribute to the group determinations.”
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It is not the intention of this thesis to evaluate the effectiveness of public 
participation in the Cariboo Chilcotin Land Use Plan (CCLUP) (for such an 
evaluation, see Penrose 1996). However, it is important to recognize that 
different processes offer varying degrees of opportunity for the public to 
genuinely influence the final decisions regarding land use (Arnstein 1969, 
Brenneis 1990, McMillan and Murgatroyd, 1994). As Arnstein (1969, 216) states, 
“[t]here is a critical difference between going through the empty ritual of 
participation and having the real power needed to affect the outcome of the 
process.”
Lucas (1977, 44-53) outlines some fundamental prerequisites for effective 
public participation, including “rights and duties provided by law” and “political 
administrative discretionary powers.” However, in Canada, “public participation 
is a political act rather than a legal one” (Smith 1984, 255). It is essentially up to 
the discretion of government agencies to ensure that all members of the public 
have an equal opportunity to participate and contribute to land use planning 
decisions.
In theory, participatory democracy avoids the problems associated with 
more or less powerful participants by employing open or proportional 
representation, allowing citizens to participate in, and to influence, the decision 
making process (Knopp and Caldbeck 1990, Pateman 1970). (For further 
reading on open and representative participation processes in British Columbia, 
see Duffy et al. 1998 and Hawkins 1999.) However, as Briassoulis (1989, 388) 
notes, the political reality is that we live “in a world of unequal power and
18
[unequal] resources distribution among participants.” Participants in the process 
are rarely, if ever, genuinely equal in power, influence, and resources. (For an 
examination of the use of informal action and power In planning processes, see 
Salazar and Alper 1996 and Hiller 2000).
Despite the inequalities among participants, “good public participation 
opportunities allow those individuals with little economic power, who typically do 
not have a strong voice in our market-driven society, to influence the decision” 
(Brenneis 1990). It is the responsibility of the government to overcome the 
inequalities among participants and to ensure a fair process. “Ethical land use 
requires not only attention to the imbalances in political power which may exist, 
but also that, wherever possible, mechanisms and institutions be created to 
promote greater political parity in land-use decision-making” (Beatley 1994, 257).
Of all of the factors that contribute to the success of meaningful public 
participation it is “the level of commitment to public participation at both the 
political and operational levels [that] is the most critical” (Brenneis and M’Gonigle 
1992, 10). Although commitment is often difficult to evaluate or measure, the 
lack of government commitment to genuine public participation or engagement, 
or even “the perception of a lack of commitment, can seriously undermine the 
credibility and effectiveness of even the best designed public participation 
process” (Brenneis and M’Gonigle 1992, 10). The public must have trust In the 
government and in the process; they must have reason to believe that they are 
making a contribution, and that their participation Is worthwhile (Beatley 1994, 
Checkoway 1995, Pateman 1970).
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Successful public participation processes are based on relationships of 
trust, which can take some time to develop. Indeed, the idea of incorporating 
public participation into land use planning processes has been criticized as being 
too time consuming and too resource intensive. However, public participation 
“can lead to a more adaptable, capable process, producing better decisions” 
(Brenneis 1990, 10). Furthermore, public participation is “an expression of our 
political culture” (Renn et al. 1993, 210). As a democratic society, we do not 
believe in technocratic, or elitist decision making regarding public lands. As 
Renn et al (1993, 210) state, “[i]f we hold the ideal of democracy seriously, 
public participation is a normative prerequisite.”
2.2 Women’s Participation in Land Use Pianning
Much has been written about women’s political participation and 
involvement in social movements such as suffrage, social reform, and 
environmental activism (Hannum 1997; Merchant 1995; Norton and Alexander 
1996; Rocheleau, Thomas-Slayter, and Wangari 1996). In Canada, 
organizations such as the National Action Committee on the Status of Women, 
the Ontario Farm Women’s Movement, and the Saskatchewan Women’s 
Coalition have all worked towards raising the profile of women in social reform 
and political processes (Wine and Ristock 1991). Moreover, there is a growing 
body of literature on women, gender, and urban planning (See Eichler 1995,
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Fainstein 1997, Healey 1997, Ritzdorf 1995, Sandercock and Forsyth 1997a, 
Wirka 1996).
However, very little has been written about women’s involvement in local 
natural resource management and land use planning processes (Little 1994, 
Reed 1997, Ritzdorf 1997). As Maureen Reed (1997, 400) puts it:
bias in environmental planning processes as it affects people across 
places and genders has not been systematically explored. There remains 
a need to consider how land use planning processes as applied outside of 
urban areas reinforce gendered assumptions about social relations. In the 
context of the so-called developed world ... there is very little research or 
thinking about the links between environmental and land use planning and 
gender as they apply to regions located beyond the city.
Reed (1997, 399) states that “gender planning is based on the validity of 
women as a category because gender expresses the socially constructed and 
unequal relationship between men and women.” That is, “women have different 
ways of knowing and acting based on their common oppression” (Sachs 1994, 
119). In other words, women have fundamentally different perspectives and 
experiences within our gender stratified society, than men have (Code 1991; 
Harding li986, 1991). For this reason, land use planning processes, including 
those involving public participation, are not gender-neutral.
Although women do share some commonalities of experience, this is not 
to say that all women, nor all men, view the world in the same way, or have the 
same desires regarding land use planning (Little 1994). The “social categories 
‘women’ and ‘men’ do not describe uniform experiences in femininity or
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masculinity, but are cross-cut by other social divisions and identities” (Whatmore, 
Marsden, and Lowe 1994, 4). Individuals’ perceptions and knowledge are 
shaped by their individual experiences, and even within small communities, 
women face a multiplicity of experiences according to different ages, education 
levels, sexual orientations, occupational status, marital status, religions, 
ethnicities, and classes (Aganval 1992, Reed 1997), As Carolyn Sachs (1994, 
119) writes, “[r]ural women do not have a singular standpoint, ... their knowledge 
is situated in their localities and daily activities.”
It is now recognized that in the past, participants in the public process 
were not necessarily representative of the public, and greater effort is now made 
to include members of marginalized groups such as women or the poor (Beatley 
1994). The so-called “public” is actually “publics” made up of different classes, 
genders, and cultures who have “diverse experiences, needs, and aspirations” 
(MacGregor 1995, 42). That is to say, women are only one group among many 
others. The Planning Ourselves In Group of Women in Planning (1994, 5), a 
small group of women who got together with city planners to improve their own 
neighborhood in Burnaby, British Columbia, sums it up effectively:
The women/men/children distinction is just one way of categorizing 
members of the public. Other ways would be by cultural backgrounds or 
by interest groups. ...The important thing to remember is that all of these 
groups have different perspectives and priorities, and that within these 
groups there are major differences -  we are not all one big public.
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2.2.1 Why Women’s Participation is Important
As stated in section 2.1, resource management and land use planning are 
moving towards Integrated Resource Management (IRM), with socially defined 
management goals and objectives. Women, as members of society, have a valid 
role to play in land use planning processes for a variety of reasons.
One of the greatest contributions that women bring to the planning 
process, is that of a different perspective. “Because of their materially different 
position in society, women have objectively different interests from men" (Phillips 
1991, 70). Looking at the rural environment, Carolyn Sachs (1994, 120) 
suggests that “access to the environment is gendered. In rural areas, land is the 
most basic resource and women’s legal access to land is limited; men own and 
control the vast majority of land.” Moreover, publicly owned land is used for 
mining, timber, and other economic activities, and even lands that are set aside 
for parks and wilderness are “often dominated by men and used for male-centred 
recreational activities such as hunting and fishing” (Sachs 1994, 120). Sachs 
(1994,120-121) continues:
economic activities related to the environment are gendered. ... Regions 
dependent on mining and logging have been characterized by boom and 
bust cycles, high levels of poverty and extreme sex segregation of jobs. 
Miners and loggers are overwhelmingly men. Women have largely been 
excluded from extractive or ‘dangerous’ work based on biological 
arguments ... men are often employed in high-wage unionized jobs ... 
Women in these areas have few opportunities for economic 
independence.
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Because women, generally, do not have the same types of experiences 
regarding the environment and their communities that men do, women have a 
different, and often, more holistic, perspective regarding communities and land 
use pianning. When women are asked to state “what is important to them in 
relation to their communities, what frequently comes through is a complete vision 
that considers all physical, ecological, social and economic aspects of the 
community" (Planning Ourselves In Group of Women in Planning 1994, 4). In a 
post hoc study of the Vancouver Island Commission on Resources and 
Environment (CORE) planning process, it was found that women “linked the 
contradictory elements of environmental, social, and economic policies in their 
daily lives ... Because of their different material realities, women’s perspectives 
about land use planning were revealed to be distinct from those of male workers” 
(Reed 1997, 408).
One of the purposes of public participation in land use planning is to 
incorporate many different interests and perspectives, in order to arrive at the 
best decision possible (Brenneis 1990). Since women’s perspectives are often 
different from men’s, they have much to add to this aspect of land use planning. 
Helga Hernes uses the term resource reasoning to explain why women’s 
participation is necessary. That is, “if women do not participate ... society is 
deprived of ... particular knowledge and skills that women possess” (Hedlund
1988,79).
Part of the particular knowledge that women have, is knowledge about the 
human and social aspects of communities (Jackson 1997, Little 1986, 1987;
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MacGregor 1995; Moan et al. 1981; Planning Ourselves In Group of women in 
Planning 1994). As Anne Phillips (1991, 44) writes, “Every society I know 
defines women as the carers: those ultimately responsible for looking after the 
old, the young and the sick, not to mention their able-bodied husbands.” Studies 
of women in rural areas have shown that as an extension of these traditional 
family values, “women become involved to a far greater extent than men in self- 
help, voluntary, community-based caring activities” (Reed 1997, 403). The roles 
of women within these communities “have been viewed as ‘informal’ [and] part of 
the voluntary sector” (Reed 1997, 403). Despite this view of women’s roles as 
being less important however, Elizabeth Moen (1981, 8) found that women play a 
critical role in “the functions of social integration and [community] stabilization.” 
Looking at land use planning and policy making processes, Moen and her co­
researchers suggest that without the active participation of women, we run the 
danger of rampant economic development without corresponding human and 
social development (Moen et al. 1981).
This is not to suggest that only women care about communities and 
human and social development; nor is it to suggest that women’s participation in 
land use planning will somehow magically produce happy, safe, and healthy, 
communities. However, there is some evidence to suggest that women approach 
public participation and land use planning processes differently than men do 
(Jackson 1997, Kendrigan 1984). As Maureen Reed (1997, 402) puts it, 
because of the differences in the lives of men and women, “women may confront 
and contribute to ... land use planning in ways that are distinct from men living
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and working within these [resource-based] communities.” Part of this distinction 
stems from women’s sense of themselves as members of groups or 
communities, rather than as solely individuals (Jackson 1997). Psychologists 
have found that “women see themselves in relationship to others ... and are 
more adaptable and cooperative in group situations. They tend to integrate 
rather than separate ... [and] women have a preference for negotiation as a 
means of problem solving” (Jackson 1997, 47).
Furthermore, there is some “evidence that supports the contention that 
women’s interests need to be represented by women -  or at least that women’s 
interests are not represented without the participation of women in the process” 
(Kendrigan 1984, 5). Jo Little (1994, 68) confirms “progress in addressing 
women’s needs depends to a large extent on the inclusion of women in the 
planning process.” This is not simply a naïve “add women and stir” recipe. 
Rather, it is based on the beliefs that “women have a more accurate knowledge 
than men of the legitimate needs of women in society” (Kendrigan 1984, 10) and 
that through participation in the planning process, women gain more knowledge 
and a greater understanding of the participatory process, and thus, are better 
able to participate in other processes in the future (Lackey and Dersham 1992, 
Little 1994, Lord and Hutchison 1993). Indeed, Lackey and Dersham (1992, 228) 
found that for each level of participation or community involvement (measured in 
hours), “women, on average, learned more than men.” While this may partly be 
an indication of women’s initial knowledge levels compared to men’s, or of 
women’s willingness to acknowledge how much they have learned, it is also a
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strong indicator of what can be gained through participation in planning 
processes.
Empowerment through participation occurs at many levels (Kendrigan 
1984, Lord and Hutchison 1993, Mayoux 1995). The Planning Ourselves In 
Group of Women in Planning (1994, 4) found that participating in a public 
planning process gave them “the self-confidence needed to make changes within 
their communities.” Moreover, by participating in the process, women may be 
able to change the process itself. Indeed, Little (1994) believes that only through 
women’s continual citizen participation in land use planning, will women’s 
interests ever become incorporated into mainstream planning policy and decision 
making processes.
Furthermore, women should be encouraged to participate in land use 
planning because often, women are not involved enough in these, and other, 
public processes (Hedlund 1988, Little 1987, Planning Ourselves In Group of 
Women in Planning 1994). “Even if men can and will represent women’s 
interests adequately, feminists argue that they should not” (Kendrigan 1984, 10). 
As Maureen Reed (1997, 399) puts it, “[fjeminist scholarship has long been 
concerned with the qualitative differences between women’s and men’s social life 
and the exclusion of women’s perspectives in dominant narratives of social life.” 
Looking at this exclusion, Kendrigan (1984, 10) writes:
Such exclusion creates serious limitations on human development. It is only 
with identifying individual and personal problems as political that they are 
capable of being resolved. Furthermore, enormous self-confidence and
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human dignity can be achieved by working collectively to resolve seemingly 
irresolvable issues.
The final reason why women’s participation is important, is that it is 
women’s inherent right to be able to participate in resource management 
decisions and land use planning processes, with the same access and authority 
as men enjoy (Hedlund 1988, Little 1987, Phillips 1991). Surely in the liberal, 
egalitarian society that we strive to be, we need to take whatever measures we 
can to ensure that all people are able to participate in these processes in a 
meaningful way.
2.2.2 Women and the Political Aspects of Public Participation in Land Use
Planning
Planning is an “inherently political exercise,” and to “talk of public 
participation is to talk of a mechanism of politics’’ (Cortner and Shannon 1993, 
14). As such, women’s, (and others’) “participation in planning can not be 
divorced from their wider access to power” (Little 1994, 70). Furthermore, as 
Heather Maclvor (1996, 245) puts it, women’s “political situation cannot be 
understood without first understanding their economic, social, legal, and cultural 
situation, because political power is intertwined with all of those other power 
structures.”
Jo Little (1986, 7) writes that in order to understand women’s participation 
in planning initiatives, “the political inequalities between men and women, which 
give rise to male supremacy and which are so important to gender relations and
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hence, to the structure of society itself, must be appreciated.” She goes on to 
describe how in a patriarchal society such as ours, men have more economic, 
political, and social power, than women have. In her 1994 book. Gender, 
Planning, and the Policy Process, Little writes “the relationship between women, 
planning, and policy can not be understood in a vacuum ... patriarchal gender 
relations [are] the underlying basis through which male power over women and 
hence women’s inequality is reproduced” (Little 1994, 43).
Furthermore, “a particularly important feature of gender inequalities is not 
only their material expression, but also the fact that they are generally supported 
by ideological, religious, and cultural systems” (Mayoux 1995, 242). This is 
especially true in rural, resource-based communities, where “predominant rural 
ideologies are frequently based on strong and traditional conceptions of gender 
roles and relations” (Reed 1997, 399). These traditional conceptions of what is 
“masculine” or “feminine,” place women “as rightfully the primary caregivers and 
nurturers, and men as the providers and decision makers” (Reed 1997, 403). Jo 
Little calls this the rural idyll, and suggests that it is “an underlying cause of the 
inequalities experienced by women, ... which acts to restrict their life-styles and 
limit their experiences” (Little 1986, 6). In Canada, researchers have found 
significant differences in the life experiences of men and women in rural resource 
communities, demonstrating that women’s experiences are often significantly 
more limited than men’s (Marchak 1983, Randall and Ironsides 1996, Reed 
1997). This limited experience serves to limit women’s agency and capacities for 
social action, and this, combined with the very strong conservative ideology.
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“maintains the status quo and works against any form of united political action by 
women” (Little 1986, 7).
This is not to say that women are incapable of acting, only that their ability 
to act, or to participate publicly, is restricted by culturally supported unequal 
gender relations, particularly within the rural environment (Chouinard 1997, Reed
1997). Rural women are not helpless victims, but they are “part of the systemic 
unequal power relations within which social structures and processes,” including 
public participation processes, function (Reed 1997, 399). However, the roles 
attributed to women (and men) are not static, but “are the result of the particular 
orientation of power structures between men and women which vary over both 
time and space” (Little 1987, 336). In other words, although women are 
disadvantaged by unequal gender relations, this does not preclude them from 
public participation, nor does it mean that the existing power structure of gender 
relations can not become more equalized.
One of the difficulties of accessing social power relations is their 
underlying complexity and “interlinked systems of inequality” (Mayoux 1995, 
242). In a capitalist society, “economics and productivity are at the heart of 
policy decision making” (Ritzdorf 1995, 108). Therefore, economic status, or 
productivity, is one of the most important aspects of power within a capitalist 
society. Generally speaking, women in rural resource communities have far less 
economic power than men have (Marchak 1983, Reed 1997). Looking at 
resource communities in British Columbia, Marchak (1983) found that women 
who were employed full time, on average, earned less than half of what full time
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employed men earned. Women’s subordinate role within the economy is 
interlinked with the identification of women as abiding principally within the 
private, rather than the public, sphere (Fainstein 1997). Thus, gender 
inequalities are reinforced and compounded, not only by women’s relative 
restriction to the domestic realm, but also by their lack of income or earning 
power (Fainstein 1997, Marchak 1983, Mayoux 1995, Reed 1997).
Women’s roles in local economies are further marginalized by an 
accounting system that recognizes only employed (that is, paid for) labour. In 
our society, where women are the primary care givers of the family, aging 
parents, and others, much of women’s work goes unrecognized and unvalued 
(Armstrong 1997). Marchak’s research showed that although women’s earning 
power was significantly less than their male counterparts, women played a critical 
role in maintaining and servicing their communities, and without them “the forest 
company employers could not maintain company towns, and the overall cost of 
obtaining a male labour force would sharply increase” (Marchak 1983, 213). As 
Maureen Reed (1997, 403-403) puts it, “[w]omen provide multiple services within 
rural resource communities, including economic support through income 
generation, social support of families and community services, and support of the 
culture of forestry.” Clearly, women make essential contributions to resource- 
based communities, even though their efforts are held to be of less, or no, 
monetary value.
Planning theorists suggest that planning processes serve to perpetuate 
gender inequality (Fainstein 1997, Little 1994, MacGregor 1995). “Government
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policies and plans are conceived as part o f ... [existing] power relations which act 
as instruments (either intentionally or unintentionally), to reflect, reinforce, 
produce, and/or reproduce social inequality” (Reed 1997, 399). Indeed, “the 
dedication of most planning enterprises to economic growth and efficiency, 
defined by a system of accounting that recognizes women’s productive and 
reproductive work only to the extent to which it is recompensed monetarily, 
incorporates an automatic [male] bias” (Fainstein 1997,457).
The Vancouver Island Commission on Resources and Environment 
(VICORE) Plan (1994), demonstrates this perpetuation of gender inequality. In 
her analysis of the VICORE Plan, Maureen Reed found that it only recognized 
women who had male spouses who were resource workers (Reed 1997). The 
plan “not only underestimates the number of women living in the region, (i.e., it 
does not include widows, single women, women with same-sex partners, or even 
women with spouses in the non-forestry sector) but it also illustrates how CORE 
placed women, in its conception of the region, in secondary and dependent roles 
to the Real Workers” (Reed 1997, 405). In this way, “the reproductive 
contributions to community life (services and cultural) became excluded from any 
serious analysis, and ... women’s productive roles within the economies of these 
places were marginalized” (Reed 1997, 404-405). Furthermore, VICORE “noted 
that the disproportionate stress associated with economic dislocation would be 
felt by women” (Reed 1997, 405). However, VICORE did not incorporate 
women’s needs into its “Transition Strategy,” which focussed on the needs of 
displaced male workers. “Thus, while the impacts [on women] may be
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significant, they were not considered an imperative for government action” (Reed 
1997,405).
Little (1994, 70-71) writes that “the low priority given to gender issues in 
planning is symptomatic of the powerlessness of women.” Moreover, the general 
reluctance of planning to recognize and address “the gender implications of 
problems and decisions, and women’s needs in particular, is, in part, a function 
of the actual process of policy making and not simply its content” (Little 1994, 8). 
In her 1991 essay, “An Ecofeminist Critique of Manstream Planning,” Janis 
Birkeland explains how the two main theories of contemporary planning, 
rationalism and pluralism, are embedded in male-dominated power paradigms. 
The resulting planning processes marginalize women’s interests and power, in 
the pursuit of material “progress” (Birkeland 1991).
Rationalism “is concerned with prediction and control of the future through 
scientific knowledge” (Birkeland 1991, 76). It embraces “[d]ispassionate 
observation and scientific objectivity” (Code 1991,50). However, feminists 
criticize the dominant rational model of knowledge as excluding or marginalizing 
women’s experiences, perceptions, and knowledge (Code 1991, Harding 1991, 
Sandercock and Forsyth 1997b, Steiner 1993). As Sandercock and Forsyth 
(1997b, 471-472) put it, “traditional epistemologies have excluded women as 
‘knowers’ or agents of knowledge and denied women’s life experiences as valid 
foci of study ... the voice of science is a masculine one.”
Land use planning is permeated with the notion of ideal rationality 
(Birkeland 1991, Ritzdorf 1997). Planning decisions are based on scientific
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research; timber supply studies, environmental impact assessments, marketing 
and economic development studies. Planning theories and conventions assume 
gender neutrality, with little or no recognition given to other ways of knowing such 
as personal experiences and perceptions. Only a few planning theorists are 
“questioning the notion of objectivity, neutrality, and the maintenance of critical 
distance” (Ritzdorf 1997, 447).
Ritzdorf (1995,109) calls for “a rejection of the rational model in favor of a 
model that acknowledges that there are different ways of knowing' the world and 
constructing answers to problems.” Sandercock and Forsyth (1997a, 412) echo 
this idea, suggesting that planners must expand their “perspectives beyond 
scientific and technical knowledge,” incorporating new ways of communicating 
and constructing knowledge. This is especially important for the empowerment 
of women in public participation processes, because “power is exercised through 
knowledge production and discourse: from determining what counts as
‘knowledge’ (and importantly, what doesn’t) to representing ‘reality’ in ways that 
further disempower people ” (Chouinard 1997, 374).
In contrast to rationalism, pluralist planning theory is “concerned with plan 
adoption and implementation -  the ‘politics’ by which alternative plans or actions 
are chosen” (Birkeland 1991, 76) Looking at land use planning, Sherilyn 
MacGregor (1995, 33-34) writes:
Most planning acts require citizen consultation through a series of well- 
publicized public hearings held by ...[planning] authorities at various times 
throughout the planning process. But this process proceeds on the 
assumption that all members of “the public” have an equal opportunity to
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express their views and to have these views heard ... As in so many other 
cases, this liberal “equality of opportunity” notion masks the power 
relations that exist in a politically and economically stratified society.
The power differential between genders discourages women from 
participating in public processes and/or prohibits them from participating 
effectively (Little 1994). To recall Cortner and Shannon (1993, 14), planning is 
an “inherently political exercise,” and to “talk of public participation is to talk of a 
mechanism of politics.” Yet women “have been socialized into regarding politics 
as an alien affair,” and are, therefore, less likely to become involved (Phillips
1991,79).
In her 1991 book. Engendering Democracy, Anne Phillips (1991, 39) 
writes that there is a high correlation between public participation and “whether 
we think of ourselves as politically effective.” People whose position is 
subordinate, or under hierarchical control, attach the least value to political or 
public involvement (Phillips 1991). Looking at women in rural areas, Sachs 
(1994, 125) found that “many women have internalized the view of their place as 
subordinates” and thus, without the political power to affect change, and without 
the desire to become involved.
Women who do become involved in public participation processes are 
subject to “concepts of power, government, and bureaucracy ... [that] are male 
biased and resistant” to change (Brownhill and Halford 1990, 412). Existing 
power relations are perpetuated in planning public participation processes, and 
they are often subtle and hegemonic in their nature (Greed 1994, Little 1994,
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MacGregor 1995, Ritzdorf 1995). Women “are often overwhelmed by what 
appears to be the powerful nature” of planning processes, and although “it is 
often women who are prime movers in community groups set up to contest 
planning proposals, many feel isolated from, and intimidated by, the planning 
system” (Greed 1994, 21-22).
One of the key aspects of public participation is public communication, 
where women are often at a disadvantage to their male counterparts (Chouinard 
1997, MacGregor 1995, Sandercock and Forsyth 1997a). Sherilyn MacGregor 
(1995, 34) writes:
Planning theorists working from a feminist perspective argue that women 
are particularly disadvantaged in the citizen consultation process for 
reasons arising from sexism and gender inequality. It has been observed 
that women are less likely than men to express themselves in public 
meetings, and that the reluctance to participate is often an appropriate 
response to an environment that devalues and dismisses stereotypically 
feminine forms of communication.
In their article, “A Gender Agenda: New Directions for Planning Theory,” 
Leonie Sandercock and Ann Forsyth (1997a, 411) write that the “upbringing and 
life experiences of many women have actively discouraged them from speaking 
out or speaking up for their own needs ... many women are socialized to believe 
they have nothing valuable to say.” Moreover, “when women do speak, they are 
more ambivalent than men about speaking assertively and with authority, and are 
less comfortable than men with the dominant rational, scientific modes of 
thought” (Sandercock and Forsyth 1997a, 411).
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Vera Chouinard (1997, 365) writes that the style of communication used is 
one determinant of human agency, and that we need to acknowledge “the power 
of hegemonic discourses to invoke or ‘silence’ particular voices and forms of 
knowledge.” For women participating in public processes, studies have shown 
that conventional political processes silence women through a variety of factors, 
including “the monopolization of discussion by men and the bureaucratic jargon 
and adversarial models that are used” (MacGregor 1995, 34).
Furthermore, for women who do engage in public participation, it is often 
difficult for them to get their views across to their male counterparts (MacGregor 
1995). Studies have shown that “men interrupt women more often than women 
interrupt men” and that “men listen less intently to women, than women listen to 
men” (Sandercock and Forsyth 1997a, 411). Moreover, “women in the public 
sphere, particularly women who challenge the patriarchal status quo, are vilified 
or ridiculed by the mass media” (Maclvor 1996, 216). As Beth Moore Milroy 
states, “women simply are not heard or regarded as men [are] in public 
discourse” (MacGregor 1995, 34).
From a feminist perspective, one of the key problems with public 
participation processes is the “failure to recognize the additional burden on 
women’s time” (Phillips 1991, 44). Presently, women still typically bear a 
disproportionate burden of family care and household work, combined with 
employed work, leaving little time left over for attending meetings and engaging 
in public participation processes (Healey 1997, Phillips 1991, Sachs 1994). 
Moreover, women’s ability to participate is often further impeded by the timing
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and location of meetings, and the non-provision of childcare, because they 
conflict with personal or family commitments. Carolyn Sachs found, when 
looking at women environmental activists, that the intense level of activity 
required for sustained public participation, often resulted in dissatisfaction at 
home. Husbands complained about having a dirty house, expensive phone bills, 
and their wives’ attendance at too many meetings (Sachs 1994).
Clearly, gender matters when it comes to public participation in land use 
planning. However, although many planning processes, including the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin Land Use Plan, actively seek public participation, there are no 
mechanisms in place to ensure that all members of communities, including 
women, have an equal voice in the proceedings. Jones and Jonasdottir (1988, 
8) write:
It is a peculiar irony of modern political theory that at precisely the moment 
of its embracing the ideals of freedom and equality for all, the specific 
presence of women and men in the political field is denied. Rather, the 
notion of the political agent as an abstract individual, or as the sexless and 
genderless member of an organized interest group, is institutionalized as 
the norm of political behavior.
This “equal opportunity” theory ignores the basic inequality between the genders 
in public participation in land use planning processes.
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2.3 Public Participation in Land Use Planning in British Columbia
Land use and resource planning in British Columbia (BO) has traditionally 
been undertaken by a variety of autonomous government agencies. In the past, 
planning “focused on specific resource uses and values such as forestry, mining, 
and parks under the authority of separate provincial ministries” (Penrose, Day, 
and Roseland 1998, 31).
Through the 1980s and early 1990s, land use decisions in BC were often 
surrounded by intense public controversy and conflict (Penrose 1996, Salazar 
and Alper 1996). By 1992, the government of British Columbia, besieged by a 
number of resource conflicts and land use disputes, realized that traditional land 
use planning processes were not working, and the Commission on Resources 
and Environment, or CORE, was born (Flynn and Guntun 1996, Owen 1998).
2.3.1 British Columbia’s Commission on Resources and Environment
(CORE)
The Commission on Resources and Environment Act (BC, 1992) was 
passed in July of 1992 (British Columbia Commission on Resources and 
Environment 1994). CORE was mandated to “assist the transition to 
sustainability through the development of an overall provincial strategy, regional 
strategic land use plans, increase public participation and aboriginal involvement, 
and improved dispute resolution processes" (Owen 1998, 14). Headed by 
Commissioner Stephen Owen, CORE fully embraced the concepts of integrated 
resource management and public participation in decision-making processes.
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Among CORE’S key legislated responsibilities were “the requirement to achieve 
greater public participation in land use planning, and to move toward more 
sustainable resource use systems by striking a balance among economic, social, 
and environmental interest in land use decisions" (Wilson, Roseland, and Day 
1996,69).
The creation of CORE and its mandate for increased public participation in 
land use planning represented a significant change in land use planning 
processes for the province of BC (Wilson, Roseland, and Day 1996). Not only 
did the government of the day formally recognize the importance of meaningful 
public participation in land use planning, but it declared its own responsibility in 
ensuring that this meaningful participation took place. The Provincial Land Use 
Strategy Volume 3: Public Participation states:
The absence of meaningful public participation in decisions has potentially 
serious consequences. Decisions which fail to balance public interests ... 
lead to instability, continuing conflict, lack of sustainability and long-term 
inefficiencies in the use of government personnel and funding.
And,
[T]he change in government attitude to public participation has been a 
pragmatic response to public demand and to the need to develop an 
effective approach to the management of land use conflicts. However, 
increased public participation is not merely a privilege granted at the 
pleasure of government responding to temporary circumstances; it is a 
fundamental right that in the past has received inadequate recognition
(British Columbia Commission on Resources and Environment 1995, 19).
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CORE embraced a conflict resolution approach to planning, known as 
shared decision-making or SDM. The commission defined SDM to mean that “on 
a certain set of issues for a defined period of time, those with authority to make a 
decision and those who will be affected by that decision are empowered jointly to 
seek an outcome that accommodates rather than compromises the interests of 
all concerned” (Owen 1998, 18). Despite its commitment to shared decision­
making, the CORE process “was fraught with tension and protests” and none of 
the four CORE negotiation tables were able to reach consensus as planned 
(McAllister 1998, 128),
Although CORE was decommissioned in 1996, it has had a powerful 
influence on resource management and land use planning in the province of 
British Columbia (McAllister 1998). BC’s current Land and Resource 
Management Planning processes (LRMPs) are a direct descendent of CORE, 
and they embrace the same values of integrated resource management, public 
participation, and shared decision-making.
2.3.2 The Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan (CCLUP)
In August of 1992, the British Columbia Commission on Resources and 
Environment initiated the Cariboo-Chilcotin land use planning process. Its 
mandate was “to develop a broad, strategic-level land use plan, ... involving a 
broad spectrum of interests in a shared decision-making process to decide land 
use and related environmental, economic, and social policies” (Penrose, Day, 
and Roseland 1998, 31). Prior to 1992, resource management and land use
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planning in the Cariboo Chilcotin had been plagued with conflict and land use 
disputes (Flynn and Guntun 1996; McAllister 1998; Williams, Penrose, and 
Hawkes 1998). The CORE process would prove to be no different (McAllister 
1998; Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998).
The Cariboo-Chilcotin encompasses approximately eight-million hectares 
of forested plateaus, grasslands, and lakes and rivers in central BC. 
Approximately 61,000 people live in the region. Forestry is the economic 
backbone of the area, while other major industries include cattle ranching, 
backcountry tourism, and mining (British Columbia Commission on Resources 
and Environment 1994). When the CCLUP process began, approximately six 
percent of the plan territory was already set aside as protected areas (Penrose, 
Day, and Roseland 1998).
The CORE process was the first comprehensive regional land use 
planning process in the Cariboo-Chilcotin, and its objectives were to resolve land 
use conflicts and to promote environmental, economic, and social sustainability 
(Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998). As outlined in Penrose, Day, and Roseland 
(1998, 31), the process had three distinct phases:
1. Phase 1 lasted four months, from August 1992 to November 1992, in which 
sector negotiating committees and the table were formed.
2. During the thirteen months of phase 2, from December 1992 to December 
1993, sectors negotiated procedural and substantive issues in plenary 
sessions and three subcommittees.
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3. In phase 3, between January 1994 and March 1994, the table formed two 
parallel negotiating groups. Each group was to try to develop a land use 
plan for the region. The goal was to merge the work of the groups and 
achieve consensus on a land use package.
During the first four months of the process, over one hundred meetings 
were held with a variety of interest groups, local governments, organizations, and 
communities. These groups formed themselves into twenty-four self-defined 
sectors of interest to form the Cariboo-Chilcotin Regional Negotiation Table, 
which first convened on December 6, 1992 (British Columbia Commission on 
Resources and Environment 1994). Local public interest was relatively high 
during the development of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan (CCLUP), and 
several women were involved in the process, both from a community perspective 
(representing groups such as the Quesnel Environmental Society and the local 
naturalists club) and from a professional position (Independent Contractors, 
Mining, etc,) Although many of the meetings were open to the general public, the 
literature review indicates that in order to participate at the negotiation table, one 
had to be a member of a sector or interest group (British Columbia Commission 
on Resources and Environment 1994; Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998; 
Williams, Penrose, and Hawkes 1998).
During the second phase of the planning process, the British Columbia 
government announced its Protected Areas Strategy, and the issue of protected 
areas became especially contentious for the negotiation table (Penrose, Day, 
and Roseland 1998). Indeed, during phase three of the process, most sector 
representatives polarized into two distinct and conflicting interest groups or
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coalitions: the “Browns” and the “Greens” (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998). 
The “Browns” “included industrial forest licensees and contractors, mining 
companies, labour unions, chamber of commerce as well as municipal and 
regional government groups” (Williams, Penrose, and Hawkes 1998, 51). The 
“Greens” were “comprised of community and conservation groups, horse loggers, 
and Other environmentally oriented organizations” (Williams, Penrose, and 
Hawkes 1998, 51).
Throughout phase three of the process, the coalition sectors met regularly 
among themselves, away from the negotiation table, to discuss land use issues 
and negotiation and positioning strategies. In the end, the negotiation table was 
unable to merge the work of the two coalitions to reach consensus on a land use 
plan (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998). Although the provincial government 
had charged the table with completing a land use plan by the end of 1993, in 
March of 1994, when there was still no agreed upon plan, “the table was 
adjourned with no plans for reconvening” (British Columbia Commission on 
Resources and Environment 1994, 25).
Under the Commissioner on Resources and Environment Act (BC, 1992), 
when a CORE negotiation table is unable to reach consensus, the commissioner 
is permitted to make recommendations to cabinet regarding land use allocations 
(Wilson, Roseland, Day 1996). With the adjournment of the CCLUP negotiation 
table. Commissioner Stephen Owen “encouraged all sectors to submit any and 
all information, proposals, and recommendations directly to the Commission” for 
consideration (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998, 31). With this information.
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CORE developed a draft land use plan, and on April 7, 1994, CORE hosted an 
“All Sectors Workshop” in the region to review and modify the preliminary plan 
(British Columbia Commission on Resources and the Environment 1994). Again, 
no consensus was reached regarding a final plan.
Over the next several months, “extensive media campaigns and political 
lobbying efforts” were undertaken by all sectors (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 
1998, 31). The “greens” and the “browns” had formalized their coalitions as the 
Cariboo Chilcotin Conservation Council and the Cariboo Communities Coalition 
(Cariboo Communities Coalition 1995, no page number). Throughout the 
summer and early autumn, both coalitions put considerable effort into trying to 
influence CORE and its development of a final land use plan.
The first version of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan was released as 
a report from the provincial government in July, 1994. Commissioner Stephen 
Owen went to the region to announce the plan, and was met by heavy protests 
“staged by workers fearful of job losses they believed would result if the CORE 
plan were implemented” (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998, 31). Shortly 
afterwards, the province appointed a new mediator to liaise between the two 
coalitions and other non-allied sectors to try to reach agreement (Penrose, Day, 
and Roseland 1998).
In September 1994, provincial government representatives “entered into 
discussions with the Cariboo Communities Coalition, the Cariboo Chilcotin 
Conservation Council and other interested parties ... to prepare 
recommendations to Cabinet for an acceptable Land Use Plan for people of the
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Cariboo-Chilcotin” (Cariboo Communities Coalition 1995, no page number). At 
this time, “more than two years after the start of the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE 
process, an agreement was reached” (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998, 31). 
However, not all sector representatives agreed to sign off on this document 
(Cariboo Communities Coalition 1995, no page number). Indeed, “[rjegional 
interests continued to negotiate details o f ... [the] agreement behind closed doors 
through the fall while the government Land Use Coordination Office (LUCO) 
prepared the plan document” (Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998, 31).
In October 1994, the province released the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use 
Plan (British Columbia Commission on Resources and Environment 1994). In 
February 1995, The Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan 90-Day Implementation 
Process Final Report was released (Province of British Columbia 1995).
2.4 Conclusion
This chapter has provided a review of existing literature pertaining to 
public participation, women’s participation in land use planning, and the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. The literature outlines the importance of 
public participation in land use planning processes for reasons of improved 
decision making, reduced conflict, a more informed and understanding citizenry, 
and fairness. Women’s participation in these processes is important because 
women have different life experiences and different perspectives, women’s 
interests need to be represented by women, and because it is women’s inherent 
right to participate.
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Public participation in land use planning is a political exercise and is 
inextricably linked to access to power. Although planning processes such as the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin land Use Plan proceed on the assumption that all participants 
have an equal opportunity to express their views and to have these views heard, 
the literature shows that women are often disadvantaged in a politically and 
economically gender-stratified society.
The knowledge gained through the literature review provided a framework 
for the research design and brief discussion on methodology that is presented in 
the next chapter. Indeed, the existing literature provides a foundation for the 
entire research, and is incorporated in the analysis and interpretation of the 






Chapter Three outlines the qualitative research methods that were 
employed for this research: case study research, using the tenets of feminist 
research to guide the entire process.
The first section of the chapter offers a brief description of what feminist 
research is, and explains why the case study method, guided by feminist 
research methodology, is an appropriate process by which to study women’s 
participation in land use planning. The second section outlines the details 
regarding how the data were collected, with the final section explaining the 
methods of analysis and interpretation.
3.1 Research Design
Much has been written about feminist research methodology and there are 
various definitions of what feminist research is (see for instance, Harding 1987, 
1991; Kirby and McKenna 1989; Morse 1994; Reinharz 1992). Perhaps Janice 
Morse summarizes best what feminist research is all about when she writes:
... feminist research challenges the social science research status quo by 
claiming that research historically conducted by men portrays only the 
male perspective, the paternalistic life world, and has virtually -  and 
deliberately -  excluded women’s perspective and contributions. Using the 
same techniques as other qualitative research, feminist researchers 
collect data to ensure that the female perspective has been elicited and 
analyzed, that the feminist perspective is primarily presented. The 
feminist research agenda is to fill the void of decades o f ... research that
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has ignored women informants, women’s work, women’s roles, and 
women’s contributions to society (Morse 1994, 221).
Feminist research is more than just “add women and stir”, and it is more 
than just doing research on women, it is doing research for women (Harding 
1991, Sarantakos 1993). Feminist research gives voice to the previously ignored 
or marginalized. It allows women to tell their own stories with their own voices, 
with their own perspectives and personal knowledge, and with their own feelings. 
Feminist research encourages women to contribute to the development of new 
knowledge, to be part of the research process, not just subjects to it.
It is important to recognize that feminist research is not promoting 
relativism (Harding 1987). That is, feminist researchers are not suggesting that 
women and women’s experiences should be studied in relation to men and 
men’s experiences. Rather, women and their perceptions and experiences, are 
worthy of scientific study on their own merit, and gender and social relations 
should be studied from women’s perspectives, in addition to men’s.
3.1.1 Research Questions
This research has been driven by the following questions:
1. What were the experiences of the women who participated in the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin Land Use Planning process?
2. How do these women evaluate their own experiences?
3. What changes could be made in order to encourage more women to 
participate in land use planning processes?
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3.1.2 Case Study Research and Case Definition
A case study has been defined as “an In-depth, multifaceted investigation, 
using qualitative research methods, of a single social phenomenon” (Orum, 
Feagin, and Sjoberg 1991, 2). Case study research is carried out in great detail 
and employs several different data sources in order to gain as complete an 
understanding of the phenomenon in question, as possible (Orum, Feagin, and 
Sjoberg 1991; Stake 1995, Yin 1994).
The social phenomenon under investigation in my research is women’s 
participation in land use planning. The case is the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use 
Planning process. This is an embedded case study because the “units of 
analysis are embedded within the whole” (Yin 1994, 41-42). That is, the units of 
analysis are the words and phrases that the women use to describe their 
experiences, feelings, and perceptions regarding their own participation in the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning (CCLUP) process. These units of analysis 
are, of course, embedded within the process itself. My study of women’s 
participation in planning is embedded within the larger picture of public 
participation in land use planning. That is, the experiences of the women who 
participated in the CCLUP are part of a larger issue, but it is the women’s 
experiences and perceptions that are of particular interest to my research project.
Case study research methodology is particularly well suited for the study 
of social phenomena such as the experiences and perceptions of women 
involved in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan. In order to truly understand the
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women’s experiences and perceptions, a holistic approach is required that will, 
simultaneously, allow the researcher to examine the phenomenon in depth and in 
detail. Case study research is typically carried out in context, looking at all 
relevant actions, events, and social relations surrounding the phenomena, while 
at the same time, because of the limited scope of a case study, the researcher is 
able to delve into the fine details of the phenomena in question (Orum, Feagin, 
and Sjoberg 1991, Stake 1995, Yin 1994). For my research, the women’s 
experiences and perceptions were studied in depth, with the women themselves, 
describing and explaining their own experiences, participating in the research not 
as mere story tellers, but as developers of new knowledge. In the analysis 
process, this is placed within the greater context of the planning process and the 
communities where they live. In this way, the picture of the women’s 
experiences in the planning process becomes a comprehensive and holistic one, 
without over generalizing or diminishing the experiences of the individual.
3.1.3 Role of the Researcher
Feminist research methodology is based on the premise that all 
knowledge is socially constructed, and all knowledge is subjective (Harding 1991, 
Kirby and McKenna 1989). Because of this, feminist methodology recognizes 
the legitimacy of non-experts’ or lay person’s knowledge, experiences, beliefs 
and perceptions. The perspectives of the researcher are not granted any special 
privilege (Sarantakos 1993).
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The research for this thesis recognizes each participant’s perceptions as 
valid, and as contributing to the construction of the complex and rich mosaic of 
research results that typify a case study. As a feminist researcher, I must reflect 
upon my own role in the research, and recognize that by virtue of my 
involvement in the process. I, as well as the participants in the research, am 
constructing the results of the study. This means that I have to be conscious of 
my influence on the study, and take steps to limit that influence, knowing that I 
can never truly eliminate it (Dyck 1993, Kirby and McKenna 1989, Moss 1993). 
In an effort to consciously recognize the degree of influence that I potentially 
bring to this research, I have, through the course of the work, documented my 
biases and conceptual baggage as they relate to women and land use planning 
processes. These are outlined in Appendix I of this document.
3.2 Data Collection
The process of data collection is critical to the successful outcome of any 
research project, for without good data, it is impossible to draw logical and valid 
conclusions through data interpretation and analysis. But what constitutes good 
data? Morse (1994) writes that good data fulfill the criteria of adequacy and 
appropriateness. Adequacy “refers to the amount of data collected ... 
[ajdequacy is attained when sufficient data have been collected that saturation 
occurs and variation is both accounted for and understood" (Morse 1994, 230). 
When this occurs, further research is somewhat pointless, as no new information 
or insight will be attained. Appropriateness “refers to the selection of information
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according to the ... needs of the study” (Morse 1994, 230). That is, the data 
collected is appropriate to the study purpose.
In addition to adequacy and appropriateness, data must also be valid and 
reliable. Data are said to be valid when they measure or describe what they are, 
in fact, supposed to measure and describe (Janesick 1994). Maxwell (1998) 
writes that there are two main threats to validity in qualitative research: 
researcher bias and reactivity. Bias “refers to the ways in which data collection 
or analyses are distorted by the researcher’s theory, values, or preconceptions” 
(Maxwell 1998, 92). Research bias is reduced when the researcher is aware of 
her or his own biases, and consciously takes them into account during the entire 
research process. By outlining my biases and conceptual baggage in Appendix 
I, I have attempted to understand how I, as the researcher, may influence and 
distort the research process, and I am more able to reduce this influence and 
distortion. Reactivity refers to “the effect of the researcher on the ... individuals 
studied” (Maxwell 1998, 92). Totally “eliminating the actual influence of the 
researcher is impossible, and the goal in a qualitative study is not to eliminate 
this influence but to understand it and to use it productively” (Maxwell 1998, 92). 
This can be accomplished by genuinely listening to informants and providing 
positive feedback, and by treating all individuals with concern and respect.
Research is said to be reliable when another researcher, using the same 
methods, would attain the same results. Reliability is enhanced by the use of a 
case study protocol and by the development of a case study data base (Yin
1998). A case study protocol is a specified plan of action for the gathering and
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interpretation of data. A case study data base is a formal method of organizing 
evidence, and includes field notes, researcher observations and ideas, interview 
transcripts, and other sources of information related to the study (Yin 1998, 248).
Throughout the study process, there are a number of ways of ensuring the 
rigor or integrity of the research. As mentioned above, the researcher must 
make sure that adequate and appropriate data are collected. To do this, the 
researcher “samples until repetition from multiple sources is obtained. This 
provides concurring and confirming data, and ensures saturation” (Morse 1998, 
230). Triangulation is another means of ensuring research integrity (Maxwell 
1998, Sarantakos 1993, Stake 1995, Yin 1998). With triangulation, evidence Is 
gathered from multiple sources, and may include interviews with a number of 
informants, archival records, and other documentation. True triangulation looks 
not only for concurring evidence, but seeks out negative cases and discrepant 
evidence (Maxwell 1998). Triangulation “reduces the risk that ... [research] 
conclusions will reflect only the systematic biases or limitations of a specific 
method, and allows ... [the researcher] to gain a better assessment of the validity 
and generality” of the data and interpretations (Maxwell 1998, 88). In this way, 
the researcher is able to ensure that she or he has collected all of the information 
pertinent to the case, and will be able to develop a more comprehensive 




Most of the data for my research were obtained through Interviews with 
women who were involved, either directly or indirectly, with the Cariboo-Chilcotin 
Land Use Plan. The nature of my research, investigating the personal 
experiences and perceptions of the women involved in the CCLUP, required that 
the women themselves were able to tell their own stories and express their own 
concerns and feelings regarding their experiences with the planning process. 
Interviewing affords this opportunity; as Fontana and Frey (1994, 361) point out, 
it is “one of the most common and powerful ways we use to try to understand our 
fellow human beings.”
All interviews were semi-structured in nature. That is. I, as the interviewer, 
followed an interview guide, but maintained a flexibility that allowed the 
informants to tell their own stories in their own ways. The interview guide, which 
is presented in Appendix II, was structured in such a way as to interact with the 
individuals’ responses, branching from one area to the next, based on each 
participant’s previous answer (Bickman, Rog, and Hedrick 1998). The interviews 
were more like a conversation or mutual dialogue, than they were like a question 
and answer session. Participants were encouraged to elaborate on any aspects 
of the planning process, and their experiences with the process, which they felt 
were particularly significant. Different participants highlighted different aspects of 
the process, which enhanced the richness of the overall research data.
It is important to note that I conducted all of the interviews, and also did all 
of the data analysis and interpretation. This is an ideal situation for qualitative
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research because as observations are made and data is gathered, the process of 
interpretation begins, with the analysis and synthesis of information, and the 
exercise of some subjective judgements in the field regarding data collection and 
management (Stake 1995). Moreover, some researchers suggest that interviews 
done with women may be more effective when the interviewer is also a woman 
(Fontana and Frey 1994, Reinharz 1992, Sarantakos 1993). Because "the 
interview takes place within the cultural boundaries of a paternalistic social 
system in which masculine identities are differentiated from feminine ones,” 
female informants may be more comfortable and more willing to share their 
experiences and thoughts with a female interviewer than with a male interviewer 
(Fontana and Frey 1994, 369). This situation can reduce status differences 
between the interviewer and the interviewee, allowing the investigator and the 
informants to more equally share in the research process.
The best people to interview are, of course, those who have first hand 
knowledge about the issue in question. Since I investigated the experience of 
women in land use planning, looking at the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan, it is 
the women who participated in that process who were the primary sources of 
information. Beginning with an incomplete list of public participants from the final 
version of the CCLUP, I contacted the women participants on that list. From 
there, using a snowball sampling technique, each person that I talked with gave 
suggestions regarding anyone else who had been involved in the process who I 
should also interview. I continued with this process until the sample was 
saturated, that is, until no more respondents were discovered (Sarantakos 1993).
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In all, eleven women were interviewed in depth regarding their experiences in the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. Most interviews lasted between 
an hour and a half and two hours.
During the interviews, each .woman shared, to what ever degree she 
comfortable with, her own personal experiences and feelings about being 
involved in the CCLUP. Recognizing that the women were giving of themselves, 
and that their participation was completely voluntary, before each interview 
began, I explained to the participants what the project was all about. They then 
had the opportunity to sign an Informed Consent Form (see Appendix III) so that 
each participant understood that she was not obligated to discuss anything that 
she did not wish to, and that she could stop the interview at any time.
As soon as each interview was completed, I began editing the interview 
notes to complete and clarify what the informant had told me. I also made my 
own notes, regarding how I believed the data might fit into the case study and 
help me to understand it.
3.2.2 Other Sources of Information
In order to gain as deep an understanding as possible about the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin planning process and women’s experiences within this process, I 
looked at as many different sources of information as I could. These included an 
on-going literature review regarding women’s participation, and public 
participation, in land use planning; the Commission on Resources and
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Environment, and Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, and 
government documents and local and provincial newspapers, {The Quesnel 
Cariboo Observer, The Williams Lake Tribune, The Province, The Vancouver 
Sun). I also had access to significant information in files from the Cariboo 
Communities Coalition, through the Share Resources BC office in Quesnel.
I am very fortunate in that I have also been able to use the data from Dr. 
Annie Booth and Dr. Greg Halseth’s research. Community Participation and the 
New Forest Economy, including the interviews that I conducted for them, the 
transcripts from focus group sessions that we ran, and the results of a mail out 
survey. I am indebted to both Dr. Booth and Dr. Halseth for their help and 
support.
As mentioned above, drawing data from a variety of sources allowed me 
to triangulate my data and develop a deeper understanding of the CCLUP 
process. It should be noted, however, that the other sources of data are not 
intended to substantiate or give credibility to the interviews with the women 
participants. Each of the women had her own personal and unique experiences 
with the CCLUP. The experiences and thoughts that these women choose to 
share with me can not be confirmed or denied by anyone else.
All of the data that were gathered through the case study helps to 
construct a “picture” of the case. While I am focussing on the experiences and 
perceptions of the women in the planning process, the other data sources “round 
out” the picture of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, and allow 
me to gain a deeper understanding of the whole case. In this way, I have been
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able to contextualize the women’s experiences within the background of the 
planning process.
3.3 Data Analysis and Interpretation
In qualitative research, data analysis and interpretation begin as soon as 
data collection commences, and continue on for the remainder of the study (Kirby 
and McKenna 1989, Maxwell 1998, Morse 1994, Yin 1998). In fact, analysis is 
an “interactive, continuous, and cyclical process” as the researcher is continually 
evaluating information as it becomes available, and making research decisions 
based on this knowledge (Sarantakos 1993). As the data is analyzed, it is 
interpreted, with meaning drawn from the evidence presented.
3.3.1 Methods
In analyzing the data from my study, I carried out a content analysis, using 
categorizing strategies (thematic analysis), and contextualizing strategies 
(placing the data from the women’s interviews within the context of the CCLUP) 
(Maxwell 1998). The analysis was inductive, with the categories, themes, and 
patterns, emerging from the data, rather than being imposed prior to data 
collection (Janesick 1994). Through this analysis, I identified and evaluated the 
items that appeared to be thematically significant. The data were reduced and 
categorized for further analysis and presentation. I continued with this process 
repeating it as new themes emerged in the data (Sarantakos 1993).
60
Reducing and categorizing the data facilitates a detailed analysis of 
various parts of the study. However, Maxwell (1998, 89) cautions that “fracturing 
and categorizing your data can lead to the neglect of contextual relationships 
among these data ... preventing you from seeing alternative ways of 
understanding your data.” In order to fully understand the significance of the 
themes that emerge from the data, they must be placed within the context of the 
case study. This analysis involves looking for relationships between statements 
from the interviews and events that took place as the CCLUP process 
progressed. In this way, I have been able to come to a fuller understanding, both 
of the women’s experiences and perceptions, and of the planning process itself.
3.3.2 Rigour of the Research
Just as the analysis of the data is an on-going process throughout the 
research, so too, is the act of interpretation, or drawing meaning from the data 
(Huberman and Miles 1994). In interpreting the data, Yin (1998, 251) writes that 
the researcher must rely on her “own style of rigorous thinking ... along with the 
sufficient presentation of evidence ... and careful consideration of alternative 
interpretations.” That is, the patterns and themes in the data, and the 
conclusions drawn from them, must make sense; the progression from data 
analysis to data interpretation must be a logical one (Sarantakos 1993).
Yin (1998, 255) suggests four criteria to ensure high quality analysis and 
interpretation:
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1. Examine and entertain all of the relevant evidence, in an exhaustive manner;
2. Include major rival interpretations, and use the evidence to address these 
rivals;
3. Focus on the most significant research questions that initially led to the case 
study; and
4. Compare the analytic procedures and findings to as much prior research as 
possible.
These principals were used to guide the entire process of data collection, 
analysis, and interpretation.
Another means of ensuring that the data analysis and interpretations are 
valid, is to allow the research participants to review and comment on them (Kirby 
and McKenna 1989, Morse 1994). Maxwell (1998) believes that the systematic 
solicitation of the views of participants regarding the data and interpretations is 
the single most effective method of ensuring the rigour of the research. During 
the interview process, I would repeat back to the participants my understanding 
of what they had told me. In this way, I was able to ensure that I had accurately 
captured what each of the women had said. In addition to this, I offered to send 
a copy of the typed transcripts to each of the women that I interviewed. I have 




This chapter has presented a discussion on research methodology and 
has outlined the research design for this thesis. Feminist research methods were 
employed in a case study research design in order to gain as rich and 
comprehensive an understanding as possible of the women’s experiences as 
participants in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process.
The research design ensures that the research provides adequate, 
appropriate, valid, and reliable research results. The vast majority of the 
research data was collected through interviews with women who were personally 
involved with the CCLUP process. This served as a forum for the women to tell 
their own stories in their own words, to share their experiences and to offer their 
insights regarding women’s participation in land use planning processes.
The nest chapter presents the results of the research, showing the 
women’s descriptions of their experiences in the context of the planning process. 
It is these experiences that form the foundation for the data analysis and 






This chapter presents the results of my research, with the major 
emphasis on the interviews with the women who actually participated in the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. In addition to the data from the 
interviews, this chapter also outlines the relevant data gathered from other 
sources such as the interviews and focus group sessions that I had done 
previously in my role as Research Assistant for Dr. Annie Booth and Dr. Greg 
Halseth’s Community Participation and the New Forest Economy research 
project (1997-1999), and an extensive review of two local newspapers. The 
Quesnel Cariboo Observer and The Williams Lake Tribune.
4.1 The Interviews
During the summer of 1999 I interviewed eleven women who had been 
involved in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning (CCLUP) process. Most of 
the interviews were about an hour and a half in length. Although the interviews 
were structured around the questions outlined in Appendix II, for the most part, 
the interviews took the form of a conversation. Each of the participants that I 
spoke with held very strong feelings about the CCLUP and all were forthcoming 
in sharing their experiences and opinions with me. All of the women had lived in 
the area for a considerable period of time. In fact, the shortest term of residency 
was ten years. The longest term of residency was 58 years, and the average 
was 30.5 years. With the exception of one individual who was born in the area, 
all of the women had moved to the Cariboo-Chilcotin area as adults.
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I have presented the data below in such a way so as to not reveal the 
identity of the individual, in some cases, participants’ quotations have been 
modified to protect the identity of the speaker; however, the meaning or intent of 
the quotation has not been changed in any way. Each woman’s voice is 
presented in distinct, indented paragraphs. Paragraphs separated by “And:” 
denote a new speaker.
Because it is widely recognized that the CCLUP round table quickly 
polarized into two opposing groups, the “Greens” versus the “Browns” (as 
explained in section 2.3.1), the data below are presented under these two broad 
categories. Of the eleven women that I interviewed, three self-identified as 
“Browns” and the remaining eight self-identified as “Greens.”
4.1.1 Why the Women Became Involved in the Process 
The “Browns”
All of the women from the “Brown” side stated that they had become 
involved in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan in order to protect the economic 
interests both of their families, and of their region. Although all three of the 
women were employed, either directly or indirectly by resource extraction 
industries, for one woman, participating in the CCLUP was part of her job. She 
said:
I knew that I would be involved because of working with [private sector 
forestry]. Plus, I saw it as a means to balance social, environmental, and 
economic concerns.
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Indeed, each of the women from the “Browns” talked about a need for 
balance regarding environmental and economic issues. They all expressed 
concerns that the planning process and its final product would have too much 
emphasis on, and give too much power to, environmental interests. As one 
woman put it:
Some of the environmentally oriented people want no industry at all, just 
preserved parkland. They think that the answer is tourism.
I actually came to the table from the environmental slant, as I am really 
concerned about pollution, the use of pesticides, etc. But you can’t just 
stop the world, and I don’t want to see a one-industry town, with just 
tourism. We need forestry, logging, mining, and tourism.
Another common theme among the three women was a deep distrust of
the provincial and local governments. They said:
[Local workers] have an automatic distrust of the government ... [they] 
asked me if I would attend the meetings in order to look out for [local 
workers’] interests.
And:
[Our sector] wanted to represent communities, without the local 
government slant.
There was also a strong feeling that the local residents had both an ability and a
responsibility, to participate in the process. As one woman put it:
The people of the Cariboo are ready to make the decisions that affect the 
Cariboo ... I got involved because I don’t believe that we can just sit back 
and talk about things. We need to get involved in order to make things 
happen. I saw a chance for things to be different, for things to change, 
and I wanted to be a part of that change.
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The “Greens”
Each of the seven women from the “Green” side of the CCLUP table felt 
very strongly that the CORE process was going to be an opportunity for positive 
change, and they wanted to participate in the process to bring about that change. 
They said:
I went to the first meeting, and I thought “This is really important; I just 
have to be a part of this.” I just felt compelled. I had to do it. I knew it 
was a big thing, a very important thing.
And:
I had done a lot of political activism of all kinds, in [a major Canadian city]. 
I thought I would retire here, but it was such a crucial, important idea, that 
I couldn’t resist it. The whole process, the idea of the process, was so 
exciting.
And:
I guess my motivation was my sense of loyalty, my emotional attachment 
to the community ... it seemed like something positive might actually 
happen.
And:
I’m really in favor of the participatory process in planning.
And:
I hate to see things unended. I wanted to see if the process was an 
honest process -  could it work? It didn’t.
And:
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I had been involved with some other processes, before CORE, in the early 
‘80s, and I really felt burned out. But I believe that this participation 
process is the way to go, so I got involved again. I even sold my business 
so that I could devote the required time to CORE.
I think it’s important to be involved because someone has to take a lead 
role in giving the public a choice, of getting the facts out so that the public 
can make an informed choice. In some ways, the whole thing was almost 
a waste of time, because nobody paid any attention to the facts.
It should be noted that one of the women, wanting to be a part of the 
anticipated positive change, started with the CCLUP process, and then left after 
three months, stating:
I was working on [a local Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP)], and 
I started going to CORE, and then left [CORE]. I could see that the 
process wasn’t going to get anywhere, felt that I could at least accomplish 
something through my work with the [LRMP].
Naturally, all of the women on the “Green” side were motivated by 
concerns for the environment. Like the “Browns,” they recognized the economic 
implications of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan; there was a strong sense 
that industry interests would prevail if they did not get involved. They said:
Overcutting has always been an issue here. There are lots of employment 




We were looking for a sector that spoke for our ideas, and realized that 
there wasn’t one, so decided to make our own sector. Someone had to 
represent interests other than money and human use.
Many of the women expressed a sense of responsibility as their reason to 
become involved CORE. As one woman put it:
Who else could? The time and effort that is required for something like 
that, there aren’t that many people in a community who are able to get 
involved.
4.1.2 Personal Experiences of the Women 
The “Browns”
Looking at their personal experiences and their perceptions of the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, all of the women on the “Brown” 
side expressed frustration and disappointment with the provincial government 
and the planning process. One woman said:
[It was] very frustrating. I was involved with the first committee for making 
up the rules. It was very frustrating -  we couldn’t even record the 
meetings. The need to reach consensus -  the whole process was 
designed to fail. In the beginning we were so idealistic. After you got into 
the process, you realized that idealism just wasn’t going to cut it.
Another said:
I get the feeling that the CCLUP was a pre-arranged plan. At some of the 
meetings, a government facilitator lead the group, and anything that the 
government didn’t want to talk about, just wasn’t discussed. The public
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meetings weren’t really designed to accomplish anything. ... I quit the 
[Community] Resources Board because I could see that It wasn’t going to 
get any better. ... It has to be local people doing local decisions, but I 
could see that that was never going to happen.
The woman who was Involved In the process as part of her job In private sector 
forestry did not specifically criticize the planning process, but she did discuss the 
limitations of governmental bureaucracy. She said:
We need to have consistent government funding so people are able to 
carry out their duties, do their work, on a regular basis. LUGO [Land Use 
Coordination Office] could not plan on more than a fiscal year basis, [but 
budgeting] needs to be for the duration of the planning. Implementation, 
and beyond.
All of the women expressed a deep distrust for the government. One 
spoke of “political finagling,’’ while the others said:
There was a lot of distrust -  especially at the end, when the CORE 
officials Insisted that the negotiating table be very small. It should have 
been all of us.
And:
Two people with a disagreement over say, road use, can reach a 
compromise and come to a solution. But If you take the same people and 
each of them has to go through the government and then the government 
makes a decision. It will never happen. The government keeps us so 
nicely separated In sectors because It Is their way of maintaining control. 
They don’t want to give up the power and let us reach our own solutions.
And:
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The Forest Practices Code was a low blow. We knew we were going to 
be hit with it, regardless of what happened in CORE.
On the “Brown" side, the women all stated that they would go through the 
process again; they felt that they were able to contribute to, and influence, the 
planning process. They said:
The CORE process jaundiced a lot of people. People felt that it was 
fruitless. I don’t feel that way -  we accomplished a lot, from beginning to 
end.
And;
People are able to influence the political agenda. We used the IWA 
[Industrial, Wood & Allied Workers of Canada], the Sikh organization, to 
get the government on side. Ordinary people, non-political, non­
government, can influence the political agenda. ... David Zirnhelt [then 
MLA for Cariboo-South] put people of the Cariboo first.
And:
I felt I was able to contribute to the process. I was a fairly outspoken 
member and things happened as a result of that -  I’m happy about that.... 
I did have some influence in the process, and I think that that is the best 
that we can hope for.
The “Greens”
Like the “Browns,” the women on the “Green” side of the CCLUP table all 
expressed a deep dissatisfaction with the process. However, unlike the
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“Browns,” the “Greens” saw the process as being confrontational and extremely 
unpleasant. They said;
It was just a big fight -  no real negotiating, no listening. Everybody and 
their dog was involved, but there was no way to manage it. The 
facilitators didn’t even facilitate, they were too intimidated, they didn’t want 
to lose their jobs.
From a psychological point of view, you could see who was going to come 
out of the process relatively unharmed, who was going to go through the 
wringer.
And:
It was so stressful -  people actually got sick, two women had nervous 
breakdowns. You didn’t eat right, you didn’t sleep, you were travelling all 
of the time, and for what?
And:
The community was so uptight about the CORE process. I was personally 
verbally attacked on the street. It is very difficult to do anything 
environmental in this town.
There was a lot of pressure -  it was a violent process, a yelling, “in your 
face” aggressive table. I know of four women who had nerve troubles 
because of the table, sort of little nervous breakdowns.
And:
[It was] horrendous at the time, psychologically horrendous. We went in 
naively, really believed that it would be a process done in good faith, but
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that was not the case. There were inappropriate behaviors -  
confrontation. The process was way more politically structured than we 
thought it would be.
And:
You feel so helpless, because the decisions have already been made. ... 
It’s like the plan is already written. They want you to mark lines on maps, 
but the decisions have already been made.
And:
You feel completely inadequate, they [the “Browns”] treat you like you 
know nothing, like the things that you are asking for, or the things that you 
bring to the table, are completely ridiculous.
It was a very uncomfortable environment, there was such animosity. I was 
almost brought to tears at different times. I was trying to get heritage sites 
recognized, thought that that would be something that no one could really 
be against, but I was completely shot down by the IWA [Industrial, Wood & 
Allied Workers of Canada]. And here we were [our sector] being treated 
so poorly, and feeling so bad, yet we’re there losing our own wages, 
because we were self employed, while the people who are there being so 
antagonistic, were being paid to be there.
All of the “Green" women stated that their experiences with the CCLUP 
changed their views on land use planning, government, and politics. They said:
I don’t regret doing it -  I learned so much. It wasn’t rewarding in 
proportion to the amount of effort required -  it was totally exhausting. I 
wouldn’t do it again. ... The process was a big power struggle. The
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system is in place -  a broad spectrum of people were involved, lots of 
people came forward, but industry calls the shots in this world.
And:
CORE taught me to debate, to speak up. We were put down for that, and 
we shouldn’t have been. You shouldn’t be put down because you speak 
your opinion. I learned negotiating, strategy, bargaining -  I had never 
been part of a round table before. I’d look around the table, and there 
were heads of companies, and experts and I’d think “Who am I? I’m a 
nobody." ... I don’t regret having done it -  I learned so much. It was like 
getting a university education in wildlife, forestry, mining, etc., and it 
enabled me to participate better in the LRMP.
You need to adjust your whole life. There was a “Yellow Ribbon” 
campaign in town -  wear a yellow ribbon and show support for 
forestry/logging industry. The campaign was really well publicized on the 
radio, in the paper -  front page type of thing. People went around and 
asked businesses to have a yellow ribbon displayed, or else the business 
would be boycotted. We had just sold our business -  I don’t know what 
we would have done, otherwise. Everyone knew that I was on the 
“Greens.”
It had a real impact on your life -  an enduring impact, changed the way 
you think about a lot of things. I’m more cynical, maybe wiser; it gave us 
more insight into how the government and industry really works ... an 
enduring impact on your life.
And:
I would do it differently next time, I would know more. I learned so much 
about how people work, how the politics works. You realize how little the
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public knows about the “ins and outs” of the process, but you learn so 
much that you feel empowered. The public wasn’t getting any facts, they 
were just being brainwashed with propaganda.
And:
If there was integrity through the process, we wouldn’t begrudge the 
energy that we put into it. But, for instance, anything that was decided 
couldn’t affect fiber flow, etc. A lot of us put our hearts into the process, 
but it was really quite destroying. We’re still fighting for implementation of 
the plan. It really undermines faith; I’ve become pretty cynical. Next time, 
I would have a different level of commitment, put a different level of energy 
and soul into it. It would be more of a “token” involvement.
The woman who left the CCLUP process after three months said:
I can say that I am really glad that I did not continue with participating in 
CORE; it’s not worth the effort. Yet as it is, I sat as a volunteer for five 
years with the [LRMP] plan, only to have our work superceded by the 
CORE process. I would never devote that much time and effort to 
volunteer work again.
Most of the women that I spoke with felt that their efforts were futile, and 
that they had no influence in the process. However, one woman was able to see 
some positive aspects to the CCLUP process. She said:
Despite the results, which, from our point of view, were an absolute failure,
I personally feel that a lot was gained. What I was able to do, making 
connections with other people, the vision that the green sectors 
developed, the way we all worked together, was personally satisfying, and 
I think we all moved ahead.
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I would do It again, because of what we did manage to do -  that is, we 
were able to have our say, and we were heard. I like to believe that 
somewhere, out there in the future, there will be results. Things will slowly 
come around, because of our efforts.
4.1.3 Gender Issues Identified by the Women 
The “Browns”
The women on the “Brown” side of the CCLUP table all felt that their 
personal experiences during the planning process were in no way any different 
from those of the male participants. They said:
I don’t think that gender makes any difference. Everyone has the right to 
be there. Everyone knew I had a big mouth, but I never got any 
resentment. Everyone had a right to be there.
And:
Perspectives were not gender related, but community related ... However, 
I do know that [another woman who I was not able to interview] felt that 
she, as a woman, was not as empowered as the men at the table.
And:
There was no disadvantage because I was a woman. Many women are 
involved in family businesses, trucking or ranching, there is no question 
that you are part of the economy.
If you had an interest, a legitimate sector, you were welcome.
I don’t think that gender is important. Women have just as much to offer in 
land use planning as men do. It’s not women or men, but people -  some
77
can think and some can’t. People don’t necessarily understand the issues 
unless they have worked in the industry. That’s true for men and for 
women.
Although the “Brown” women all said that men and women were equal 
participants and that an individual’s gender was not important, each of them also 
described their own roles in the planning process in terms of their roles as 
housewives or mothers. They said:
I used to tell them “Just be grateful that I’m not running this, because 
you’d all be working a lot harder and getting a lot more done!” Women are 
used to having four or five jobs going at once; women wear so many hats 
and are capable of keeping things moving. If I ran it, it would be a 
dictatorship. Not a democracy, but a benevolent dictatorship, just like a 
family. Responsibilities would be delegated.
And:
Everybody brings things to the process. Females are concerned with the 
household, with maintaining or not maintaining the basic family needs: 
food, shelter, clothing. It is the same for planning; we need to look after 
our basic needs.
And:
Why is it that people give more credibility to the so-called experts? Why 
do people just accept “professional” opinions? You look at me -  I’m [in 
industry]. I’m a mother, a grandmother, a housewife. Yet when I’m 
speaking at the table, I always have to “wear a hat.” I’m wearing the 
[industry] “hat” and that completely negates me as a housewife or mother. 
Yet, if I don’t wear the hat, you can tell how much stock people put in what 
you say -  not very much. Everyone shouldn’t have to wear a hat, yet
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when the ordinary local resident stands up to talk, they aren’t looked on 
the same way the “professional” Is.
When asked If there were any barriers In the process that discourage or 
prohibit women from participating, the women said:
There were no barriers -  everyone had a right to be there.
And:
One barrier Is equitable funding, but that Is across the board, doesn’t 
exclude men. There was no economic barrier for me; If I did have troubles 
with funding, I would have gone to [my Industry sector] and they would 
have helped me.
And:
It’s hard on family life. My husband and I had never spent any time apart 
-  we’re together every day. We don’t really go on vacations, we put our 
money back Into our businesses, and we work together to make the 
businesses work. With the CORE process, I was gone four or five nights 
a week, sometimes. It cost us approximately $200,000.00 In time and 
earnings and expenses. The government gives some expense money, 
but not time. There was no way that time was compensated.
The “Brown” women also described themselves In terms of looking after 
others, and working together to find common solutions. They said:
You have to have the other guy’s Interests in mind — women speak on 
behalf of others, of the community. [Another “Brown” woman] and I were 
the CORE table’s conscience -  we looked out for the little guy.
Compromise was not used hardly at all. From a female perspective, 
women are good at compromise and It can be very effective.
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There’s no way you can test for this, but you need people who have the 
best interest of the entire community at heart.
And:
I don’t think that it is important that we have “women” or “men” at the table. 
What is important is that we have people there who are knowledgeable 
and that care about their community.
The “Greens”
When asked whether or not gender was a factor in the way the process 
worked, the “Green” women had mixed views. Some felt very strongly that it 
was. They said:
There were a lot of sexist people there who were rude to everyone, to all 
of the women.
With the men, there was so much posturing, showing power, threatening 
jobs, etc., defensiveness. What we needed was to work to together to 
solve the problems, not the posturing and threats. Industry didn’t have to 
work with the table [to reach consensus], because they had labour there 
who could always threaten that a decision one way would mean a loss of 
jobs. ... With the men, it is important to have the loggers, mill workers, 
etc., but they did a lot of defense posturing, not problem solving.
And:
When you look at the content of the process, of what was being said, I 
don’t think that it mattered if you were a woman, or not. I think that we 
would have had a hard time, anyway, because of the content of our ideas. 
However, when you look at the style of the process, it was all very
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masculine. All of the browns were “the old boys,” the style was the 
backroom, cigar smoking thing, where all of the real work gets done in the 
bar late at night. The people who were good at that could get by, could 
get along with people. I’m not the type that can put on a false face -  if you 
could just smile and be jovial regardless of what you really think, then you 
would be okay, but I couldn’t.
And:
It was hours of listening, trying to make sense of everything that was being 
said. It was so biased in favour of industry -  all M.O.F. (Ministry of 
Forests) jargon, timber targets, etc. Even [one of the “Brown” women 
quoted above] became “one of the boys” -  she was joking that what she’d 
like to do is clearcut all of the parks in the area, just to make us mad, and 
all of the men from the “Browns” were laughing with her. As if all we cared 
about was preservation! That’s not it at all, what we wanted to preserve 
was the logging and forestry industry. We need a sustainable way of 
logging.
And:
Oh yes, this was a group of Big Belt Buckle men. It was like these guys 
would go into the back room to hash out a decision, may the best guy with 
the biggest belt buckle win. The men here, maybe it’s because of the way 
that they were raised, but they kind of look down on what women say or 
feel, I think. They would listen to you, but you could tell that they didn’t 
really give you any credibility, that you were just a woman, so that what 
you said didn’t really matter.
Two of the women quoted above, who explicitly described areas of gender 
bias in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, also stated that they 
felt that gender was not an issue. They said:
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I don’t believe that women were scorned. Maybe I just don’t notice that 
women are scorned. In the Cariboo, in this northern country, we are pretty 
strong in our own beliefs. We had some strong women in there. You 
didn’t go there without conviction of some kind.
And:
Women were treated quite fairly, but they didn’t have the plum sectors like 
industry or labour. There were a lot of women there.
Two of the “Green” women believed that gender was not an issue 
whatsoever. They said;
In our sector, participation was open to everybody. We had an equal 
number, or more, women than men. I never felt that I couldn’t participate 
because I was a woman, it never occurred to me. You just need the will 
and desire to do it, you need the strong desire in the beginning.
And:
I think the problem was because we were environmentalists, not because 
we were women. ... Women should be able to participate just as men 
can.
All of the women on the “Green” side of the CCLUP table said that it is 
important to have women participate in land use planning processes, and all of 
them believed that women can bring perspectives and abilities to the table that 
men may not be able to. They said:
It is my impression that when women speak, they are prepared. They 
have done their homework and are addressing the issue. A lot of the men 
just reacted -  not try to solve the problem, or not even recognize the 
problem. I think it would be better without men. Look at Clayoquot Sound 
-  the women just put their heads down and do the work.
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And:
Women have a different perspective on things than men do. Most of [our 
sector] is female, but we need that male in there to give us a different 
perspective. He makes you stop and think of things from different 
perspectives, just like we do for him.
Women are more caring, more broad in their ideas. Not all women, of 
course, and not all men. But women don’t think about what they as 
individuals can get out of the process, but what a multitude of people, the 
whole community, can get out of it. Maybe it’s because we are mothers ... 
but then, we’re not all mothers ... hmm ...
And:
I think women are non-confrontational ... women can be dogged, single- 
minded, but non-confrontational. Women look at, work for, the good of the 
community, and keep going regardless of how frustrating it is.
I think a woman’s table would be unique. As it is, it is very difficult not to 
adopt the old boy’s power structure and hierarchy. It is really hard not to 
fall into that. [In our sector], we are primarily women; we trust in each 
other, and are prepared to give things up, to make concessions. There is 
no loss of face if you give something up.
Women work with consensus, we haven’t been trained to work 
confrontationally; my generation never learned that! We build 
partnerships, teamwork.
And:
Women will listen, truly listen.
I’m there to talk, to encourage, to be passionate. [Our (male) sector rep] 




Women have certain styles of operating, different from men. In theory, 
this was supposed to be a consensus, but that really didn’t happen. I think 
that a consensus type process fits better with women than with men, not 
all women, and not all men, but generally.
It’s a matter of style -  women listen, communicate openly.
And:
I felt a certain solidarity, respect, ability to work with, work as a community 
with other women in other sectors, even the Browns.
If the table had have been only women, we would have reached 
consensus. I really believe that, and I heard other people say it, too.
Women have a different attitude than men do. At the CORE table, and of 
course, these are just generalizations, not all men, but for the most part, 
the women had more integrity than the men. The men would fight, and 
were defensive, where the women would try to work together.
Women have a willingness to accommodate other’s wants and needs, and 
to build trust. The men were so defensive that there was no trust built.
And:
Women work for the benefit of the whole community, which is the 
betterment of the land, which is what is keeping us alive. Betterment of 
land and community, which is sustainable long-term wise use.
More women [than men] speak for the land. Who is speaking for what is 
keeping us alive? The women are. And it is keeping us alive. Sustainable 
life -  clean air, clean water... supports us and our incomes.
One aspect of the CCLUP process that several of the women mentioned,
was the fact that some of the participants at the table were there as part of their
job, and others were there as volunteers. The “Green” women felt that this had
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important Implications regarding people’s motivations and behaviors at the 
CORE table. They said:
It would be interesting to know how many of the men were paid? How 
many of the women were paid?
And:
I’m not sure that men have that [concern for the whole community]. Most 
men were there representing companies. ... One man said to me that I 
wasn’t using my head, I was looking at this with my heart, and I said 
“Thank good ness I can!"
Men seem to need more money. [Our sector) put bids in for grants to do 
things, and the men all think that we need more money, yet we are 
successful, we’ve been running for a long time. Yet men’s groups, they 
seem to think that they need more money to support it. I think they think 
of themselves as salaried, of being paid to do things, where women will 
volunteer.
And:
A lot of the men were paid, a few of the women. It becomes a job. No 
women in our sector were paid. There were some exceptions, but for the 
most part, men were there because they were paid to be there. The 
women were doing it because of a philosophical commitment. It’s different 
if you’re there as an employee.
Women in environmentalism have a different motive than men have, and 
behave differently. Men do management and structure. For women, 
environmentalism is a philosophy, men make it their living. Women stay in 
the community and be the basic frontline worker -  women at home, doing 
grassroots work in the community -  just look at Clayoquat Sound.
And:
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Women are nurturers, women will speak for nature in a more holistic way. 
Men see financial things, not nature and relationships. Of course it’s not 
all men, or all women, it can work the opposite way, too. But, it is the 
female role.
In addition to the issue of employed versus non-employed participation, 
the women that I spoke with mentioned several other factors as barriers to 
women’s participation in the CCLUP. They said:
The lack of child care can be a problem. For instance, I had someone 
who would look after my kids while I was away at meetings. She didn’t 
want to go to the meetings and stand up and speak, that’s not her thing. 
So she helped me, and contributed to the process, by looking after my 
kids while I went to all of the meetings.
Men have more access to facts, data, maps, etc., than women do, just by 
virtue of their jobs. It is more difficult for women to participate on an even 
playing field, because it is more difficult for them to get the information.
And:
Lost revenues. The yellow ribbon campaign.
And:
The very loud-mouthed men! Really, they were so argumentative and 
interrupting, that it could be unpleasant to be there. The whole process, 
everyone in CORE, the mediators, everything, was run by men. It would 
have been nice to have some women in charge of some aspect or aspects 
of the process.
And:
By and large, women are not fighters, and we don’t do it very well. We 
work much better together than against each other, or others. We didn’t 
go into the process understanding that it would be so confrontational.
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Women are working, often in low paying jobs where it is difficult to get time 
off. And, women tend to be more than just workers, they are the 
“Supermom” who still have primary responsibility for the family. This 
makes it very difficult to devote the time necessary to participate.
4.1.4 Suggestions to Improve the Process 
The “Browns”
All three of the women from the “Browns” felt that the land use planning 
process could, and should be improved, but they were not able to offer many 
solutions. Most of their concerns centered around the amount of time that the 
process took: time away from their husbands and their businesses. One woman 
said:
It’s hard on my husband -  I travel away sometimes for days at a time. He 
has to do his own cooking and laundry. I’m lucky in my relationship -  my 
husband trusts me, knows that I would never have an affair.
You need to get on with the process; as it is, it takes way too long. And 
the whole notion of consensus needs to be scrapped -  consensus will 
never be reached as long as the “Greens” are at the table.
Another woman, whose children are all adults, suggested that more 
women could, and would, participate if provisions were made for childcare. She 
said:
Childcare should be provided, or they should pay the babysitter.
The woman who said that her participation in the CCLUP cost her and her 
husband “approximately $200,000.00 in time and earnings and expenses” said:
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The government gives some expense money, but not time. There was no 
way that time was compensated. ... I don’t know how you could do it, but 
everyone at the table should have an equal level of discomfort. It should 
be just as hard for everyone to be there.
All three of the “Brown” women felt that women should be able to 
participate in land use planning processes with the same authority and autonomy 
that men enjoy. However, other than having the government provide childcare, 
they did not feel that any changes needed to be made in order to encourage or 
increase women’s participation.
The “Greens”
One woman on the “Greens” did not see gender as being a factor 
regarding participation in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. 
Another woman said that she believed that more women should participate in 
land use planning processes, but that she did not know what improvements or 
changes could be made, in order to facilitate this.
All of the other women discussed the integrity and accountability of the 
process and the participants. They said:
The process should not be able to break down the way it did into the 
“Greens” versus the “Browns.” You were forced into taking harder 
positions than you normally would take. We wanted to work with people, 
but were forced into being separate and confrontational. It shouldn’t be a 
choice between “Green” or “Brown,” it should be about deciding 
appropriate management practices, incorporating both sets of values.
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No one at the table would agree to definitions of process, consensus, etc. 
It’s sad, because that kind of process Is how we should be doing it.
No one was prepared to take a chance, to give some things up, to take a 
chance to see it work. It shouldn’t be so political, it should be like how you 
would make decisions in your own home -  no one bears the brunt of bad 
decisions or gets blamed when things go wrong, and no one gets all the 
credit or brownie points for when things go right.
Women should participate because it expands the knowledge base within 
the community. Participating in the process was like getting several 
university degrees, all at once: forestry, economics, sustainable
management, etc., just to cover the bases of what was being discussed at 
the table. The more people in a community who understand how all of 
those things work, the better off the community will be.
And:
This isn’t just for women, but the process could be improved by being 
more narrowly defined right from the beginning. It started almost too 
idealistically, we had to define everything. Instead, there should be some 
guidelines already in place, some defined goals to be reached.
And:
I believe strongly in democracy, but in public processes where the stakes 
are high, the processes are to easy to manipulate -  the decisions are 
made behind closed doors by the most powerful sector and the 
government. I think they set out to legitimately do a land use plan, but 
forestry, the timber targets, were above LUCO [Land Use Coordination 
Office], above Stephen Owen [the Commissioner on Resources and 
Environment], in the government’s priorities.
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The most effective planning is at site specific levels. It is only meaningful 
if the powers of decision making lies with the group. With a site specific or 
landscape plan, the locals can grapple with the issues and come to a 
decision.
And:
I think it’s important that women be involved, so that people can see that 
women are smart and capable. We had some very intelligent women with 
lots of training and education. People should see women in a dynamic 
role, not just as housewives or whatever.
Like the “Browns,” the women from the “Greens” talked about the need for 
the provision of childcare and intervener funding to make up for lost or unearned 
wages. As one woman put it:
There has to be a way that either we are all paid, or none are paid.
The women that I spoke with also expressed a strong belief that the style 
of communication at the planning table was prohibitive to women’s equal 
participation. They said:
Negotiating skills should be a training prerequisite before the process 
even starts. There were some workshops, but it wasn’t enough. If we all 
had the negotiating training, women would do better than men at getting 
the problems solved.
Men have more access to facts, data, maps, etc. than women do, just by 
virtue of their jobs. It is more difficult for women to participate on an even 
playing field, because it is more difficult for them to get the information.
And:
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We need to get the facts out to the public, the truth to people.
And:
If somebody In CORE, who was a woman, someone who could help 
coordinate, support the women, maybe have a women’s caucus, a forum 
for women to speak without men. Also, we need more training: 
communicating, reaching consensus, etc.
And:
Something in the process should be changed to allow the way that 
women’s way of communicating to hold the save value or weight as men’s 
way. Women don’t communicate the same way as men, especially in the 
public forum, and the process should be changed so that women’s ways 
carries the same weight as men’s. Not train women so that they become 
just like men, but change the system so that they don’t have to.
4.2 Other Sources
Although it was not based on issues of gender, the research that I did for 
Dr. Annie Booth and Dr. Greg Halseth’s Community Participation and the New 
Forest Economy research project gave me an intimate understanding of CORE’S 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning Process. In the summer of 1997, I spent 
approximately four weeks in the city of Quesnel, researching “Public Participation 
in Resource Management." The research consisted of twenty-one interviews, 
two focus group sessions (one with self-identified “Greens,” the other with self­
identified “Browns”), and an extensive review of newspaper articles. The results 
of that research, as they pertain to my thesis, are summarized below:
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• Everyone wanted to talk about CORE. The Cariboo-Chilcotin Land 
Use Pian was released in October 1994, and the 90-Day 
Implementation Process Final Report was released in February of 
1995, yet in the summer of 1997, when people were asked about 
public participation in resource management, everyone mentioned 
CORE and the CCLUP. There had been a number of other local public 
planning processes, but none of them had had the emotional impact 
that the CCLUP had.
• The process had very quickly broken down Into the “Greens” 
versus the “Browns.” Almost everyone that I interviewed used those 
terms; everyone who had participated in the process used those terms.
• The “Browns” were way more powerful than the “Greens.” The
“Browns” consisted of industry (logging, mining, contractors, labour, 
the Forest Alliance of BC, Share Our Resources, Ministry of Forests) 
while the “Greens” were made up of local environmental groups like 
the Quesnel Environmental Society and the local naturalists’ club. 
Although the “Greens” did receive some support from the Sierra Club 
and the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, their resources did 
not compare to those of the “Browns.” The “Browns” had more money, 
staff, access to resources, consultants, researchers, information, and 
local political and public support.
• The process was very confrontational In nature. The “Browns” 
were very argumentative and antagonistic. At the end of the process, 
after the negotiation table had been disbanded, the IWA (Industrial, 
Wood & Allied Workers of Canada) publicly admitted that they had 
taken training in “Aggressive Negotiation” for the CORE process, and 
that their only agenda was to make sure that the process did not work.
• Everyone who participated In the process was deeply committed 
to their own agenda. The “Browns” wanted to maintain the status
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quo in terms of Annual Allowable Cut, while the “Greens” wanted to 
achieve a greater degree of environmental protection.
• It was very difficult to find or trace official documentation of the 
process. The Ministry of Forests (MOP), the government agency 
primarily responsible for implementing the plan, had no meeting 
minutes, no copies of the final plan to show or give away, and no list of 
participants or sector representatives. I interviewed the District 
Manager of the Quesnel Forest District, and he was clearly 
apprehensive that I might be trying to find some aspect of wrong-doing. 
He did not sign the Informed Consent Form, but said, as a public 
servant he would give whatever information he could, but if I “asked 
anything too controversial,” I would “have to get the information 
through formally requesting it via the Freedom of Information Act.”
• Very little, if any, unbiased or factual reporting was done by the 
local newspapers. Controversial issues surrounding the CORE 
process were covered in some detail, with reporters interviewing 
spokespersons from both sides of the CCLUP table. Both the 
“Greens” and the “Browns” used the local newspapers as a means to 
defend their positions and increase public awareness regarding their 
views.
• The “Browns,” through the Cariboo Communities Coalition and 
Share Our Resources, employed a very large “pro-industry” 
media campaign. This campaign consisted of a series of full page 
advertisements in the local newspapers with pictures of local families 
and headlines such as “Our Jobs and Our Way of Life are At Stake” 
and “CORE Threatens Our Family and Our Way of Life.” There was 
also a series of newsletters distributed to every mailbox in the region, 
which depicted the provincial government as being unreasonable and 
out of touch with the “people of the Cariboo.”
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• There was an almost universal distrust of the government. Two
years after the fact, no one was happy with the actual plan. The 
“Browns” felt that they had given up everything and the “Greens” had 
given up nothing, while the “Greens” felt that they had lost almost 
everything and that the “Browns” had won almost everything. Each 
side blamed the other; both sides blamed the government.
4.3 Conclusion
The research results demonstrate each woman’s commitment to public 
participation in land use planning and to the CCLUP process. Although they 
described the process as being confrontational in nature and oftentimes 
unpleasant, the women that I spoke with felt that it was a worthwhile exercise 
and to different degrees, somewhat satisfying for the knowledge and sense of 
personal empowerment that were gained.
The breakdown of the negotiation table into “Greens” Vs. “Browns” 
coloured the entire process and was the basis on which each of the women 
viewed their experiences within the CCLUP, and indeed, with each other. Most 
of the women did not identify gender as being an issue in land use planning, and 
few could offer suggestions on how to improve the process in order to encourage 
women to participate. The significance of the results lies in the fact that they 
represent the women’s own personal experiences with the CCLUP and that they 
are an accurate portrayal of what took place during the planning process. These 






This chapter presents an analysis and interpretation of the results of my 
research. The analytical process was an inductive one, whereby I allowed 
patterns, categories, and themes to emerge from the data, rather than imposing 
a pre-determined analytical structure. Furthermore, each unit of analysis (what 
the women said), was interpreted within the context of what the other women told 
me, the other research that I have done, and my literature review on women and 
land use planning. I have looked for commonalities amongst what the women 
said, and for supporting and contradictory evidence. In this way, I have been 
able to come to a deeper understanding, both of what actually took place during 
the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, and of how this is relevant to 
women’s experience with, and participation in, land use planning.
5.1 Key Themes
Through the process of analysis, four inter-related key themes emerged, 
namely:
° The polarization of the process: “Browns” Vs. “Greens,”
° Distrust of the government,
° Political nature of the planning process, and 
° Issues of gender.
All of the women that I spoke with discussed various aspects of these themes 
and related them to their own personal experiences in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land
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Use Planning process. While these themes are interrelated and there is 
considerable overlap among them, each is discussed separately in the sections 
below. The final section in this chapter presents an analysis of the implications 
of these themes for women and land use planning.
5.1.1 The Polarization of the Process: “Browns” Vs. “Greens”
As outlined in section 2.3.2, the CCLUP process quickly broke down and 
the negotiating table split into two polarized groups, the “Browns” and the 
“Greens.” The “Browns” represented pro-industry interests, while the “Greens” 
represented pro-environmental interests. Everyone who had participated in the 
process self-identified to me as being either a “Brown” or a “Green.” Both sides 
felt that the polarization of the process was counter-productive to developing a 
land use plan. As one woman put it,
The process should not be able to break down the way it did into the 
“Greens” versus the “Browns.” You were forced into taking harder 
positions than you normally would take. We wanted to work with people, 
but were forced into being separate and confrontational. It shouldn’t be a 
choice between “Green” or “Brown,” it should be about deciding 
appropriate management practices, incorporating both sets of values.
Despite the fact that the CCLUP process was predicated on the concept of 
reaching consensus, the process actually alienated the two groups, rather than 
bringing them together. Both sides felt that the CORE officials who were 
facilitating the process contributed to this problem, as they were unable to 
prevent meetings from frequently degenerating into arguments and shouting
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matches, rather than being exercises in negotiation and building consensus. 
One woman said:
It was just a big fight -  no real negotiating, no listening. Everybody and 
their dog was involved, but there was no way to manage it. The 
facilitators didn’t even facilitate, they were too intimidated, they didn’t want 
to lose their jobs.
Women on either side said that it was “a violent process, a yelling, ‘in your face’ 
aggressive table” and “there were inappropriate behaviors” and “backbiting.” 
Several women on the “Green” side told me that the CORE process had split 
their community into “Greens” Vs. “Browns,” and that two and a half years later, 
there were still “hard feelings, especially among the ‘Greens. ” The women on 
the “Brown” side seemed oblivious to this; one said, “Everyone knew I had a big 
mouth, but I never got any resentment.” In actual fact, the “Greens” felt quite a 
bit of resentment, towards that specific individual and the rest of the “Browns,” 
and towards the process as a whole.
On the other side, the “Browns” also felt resentment, both towards the 
“Greens” and towards the process. They resented that the process took so long 
and that they had to spend so much time explaining and defending their position 
to the “Greens,” who, they believed, could not properly understand the issues 
because they did not work for industry. Although the “Green” women were all 
long-time residents of the Cariboo-Chilcotin region, the “Browns” consistently 
referred to the “environmental agenda from Victoria,” and looked at the “Greens” 
as outsiders who did not belong at the CCLUP table. One “Brown” woman 
suggested that the CCLUP process would have been successful (consensus
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would have been reached), if there had been no “Greens” participating. As it 
was, she said, “the whole notion of consensus needs to be scrapped -  
consensus will never be reached as long as the ‘Greens’ are at the table.”
The same woman spoke of the “Brown” representatives as being 
“legitimate” participants because they had something at stake in the process: 
their livelihood through either their own, or their husbands’ jobs. Another woman 
from the “Browns” said that everyone had the right to participate in the process, 
as long as they were “part of the economy.” From the “Browns’” perspective, the 
“Greens” did not have a legitimate interest in the process because they were not 
“part of the economy.” On the other hand, most of the “Green” women spoke of 
the importance of resource industries (especially forestry), to the economy, and 
to their quality of life, and the well-being of their communities.
One of the most interesting things that came out of my research is that 
although the planning process broke down into a polarized table, and the 
“Greens” and the “Browns” became very entrenched in their views and 
antagonistic roles, their positions were actually not that far from the others’ as 
they would have believed. The “Browns” saw the “Greens” as misguided 
preservationists who wanted to eliminate resource extraction industries from the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin. The “Greens” saw the “Browns” as greedy pillagers of the 
landscape who had no understanding of, nor appreciation for, ecological systems 
and environmental values. Yet, the women that I spoke with on either side did 
not fit these stereotypes; their views were much more moderate and much more 
closely aligned to the other side. Both sides talked about “sustainable forestry,”
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“sustainable communities,” and the balancing of economic, social, and 
environmental interests. Although these are very broad and often self-defined 
concepts, women from both the “Greens” and the “Browns” described them as 
desirable objectives of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan. If the planning 
process had have been more focused on areas of common interest to the two 
groups, it may not have become as polarized as it did.
This is not to say that that both sides wanted the same things; indeed, 
there were fundamental differences in the values that each brought to the table. 
For the “Browns," economics was of primary importance; social issues and 
environmental concerns could only be addressed if the economy were robust. 
For the “Greens,” a healthy economy was also very important, but they felt that 
this could be achieved in a more sustainable and environmentally responsible 
manner than it had been in the past. The “Greens” saw the Cariboo-Chilcotin 
Land Use Planning process as an opportunity for positive change, while the 
“Browns” saw it as a challenge that must be met in order to maintain the status 
quo.
5.1.2 Distrust of the Government
Although the “Browns” and the “Greens” had opposing views throughout 
the CCLUP process, they were united on one front: both sides expressed a 
universal distrust of the government. Women on both the “Browns” and the 
“Greens” said that they felt that the provincial government had its own agenda
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and had already made at least some of the major decisions before the CCLUP 
process was completed. One “Brown” woman said:
I get the feeling that the CCLUP was a pre-arranged plan. At some of the 
meetings, a government facilitator lead the group, and anything that the 
government didn't want to talk about, just wasn’t discussed. The public 
meetings weren’t really designed to accomplish anything.
A “Green” woman said:
You feel so helpless, because the decisions have already been made. ... 
It’s like the plan is already written. They want you to mark lines on maps, 
but the decisions have already been made.
According to the women that I interviewed, there were at least two key 
aspects of the process that were driven by the provincial government and that 
fostered distrust at the table. The first, according to the women on the “Green ” 
side, was that CORE officials told the CCLUP table that none of the land use 
planning decisions that they made could affect the Annual Allowable Cut, Timber 
Targets, or fibre flow projections that were already in place for the region. From 
the “Greens’” perspective, this undermined the principles of public participation in 
decision-making. One “Green” woman explained:
If there was integrity through the process, we wouldn’t begrudge the 
energy that we put into it. But, for instance, anything that was decided 
couldn’t affect fiber flow, etc. A lot of us put our hearts into the process, 
but it was really quite destroying. We’re still fighting for implementation of 
the plan. It really undermines faith; I’ve become pretty cynical. Next time,
1 would have a different level of commitment, put a different level of energy 
and soul into it. It would be more of a “token” involvement.
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The second key aspect of the process that was driven by the provincial 
government and intensified distrust, was the amount of protected area that would 
be included in the CCLUP. During the summer of 1993 the provincial 
government announced its Protected Areas Strategy which stated that 12% of 
the province of British Columbia would be set aside as Protected Areas (British 
Columbia 1993). According to the “Brown” women that I spoke with, the 
provincial government insisted that 12% of the Cariboo-Chilcotin be designated 
as Protected Areas, in order for the government to meet its province-wide goal. 
From the “Browns’” perspective, the 12% represented an arbitrary figure that was 
imposed upon the CCLUP table with no justification, or explanation.
The CCLUP table spent months trying to reach agreement regarding the 
12% Protected Areas. When the “Greens” would suggest that a specific area be 
designated as Protected, the “Browns” would disagree, saying that it was too 
valuable an area to industries such as forestry or mining. When the “Browns” 
would suggest a specific area be designated as Protected, the “Greens” would 
disagree, saying that it had less environmental value than other areas, and as 
such, was not an appropriate choice for protection.
After months of the CCLUP table discussing and disagreeing on the issue, 
CORE officials eventually intervened. According to the women that I interviewed, 
CORE changed the boundaries of the Cariboo-Chilcotin planning region to 
incorporate a portion of Tweedsmuir Provincial Park, which was already a 
designated Protected Area. The “Greens” felt betrayed because to them, this 
was not protecting 12% of the Cariboo-Chilcotin, it was merely changing lines on
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a map so that the 12% target was met. The “Browns” also felt betrayed because 
the decision had been taken out of the table’s hands, and in their opinion, it had 
been a complete waste of time and effort in trying to reach agreement on the 
12%, an arbitrary figure that was imposed by the provincial government.
The examples outlined above are impossible to trace because official 
records do not exist, or at the very least, are not accessible. However, their 
significance lies in the fact that they contributed to the participants’ strong and 
universal distrust of the government.
There were other instances throughout the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use 
Planning process where participants felt that their efforts were futile, and that the 
government could not be trusted to act on their recommendations. One woman 
said:
There was a lot of distrust -  especially at the end, when the CORE 
officials insisted that the negotiating table be very small. It should have 
been all of us.
Two of the women on the “Brown” side cited the BC Forest Practices Code, 
established in 1995, as evidence that the government was going to act on its own 
agenda, and did not care what decisions came out of the CCLUP table. One 
said:
There has to be room to bend, but the Forest Practices Code was a low 
blow. We knew we were going to be hit with it, regardless of what 
happened in CORE. It made everyone take on a win/lose mentality.
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The final aspect of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process that 
solidified participants’ distrust of the government was CORE’S declaration that 
the plan was “made in the Cariboo” (British Columbia Commission on Resources 
and Environment 1994). Only one of the women that I spoke with felt that this 
slogan was accurate, while others cited the fact that nine of the twenty three 
sector representatives refused to sign off on the final submission of the plan, as 
evidence that the plan was not “made in the Cariboo.”
5.1.3 The Political Nature of the Planning Process
As Cortner and Shannon (1993, 14) have stated, planning is an “inherently 
political exercise,” and to “talk of public participation is to talk of a mechanism of 
politics.” While this statement was certainly true for the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land 
Use Plan, most of the women, both “Browns” and “Greens,” said that they had 
not been expecting it to be a political exercise, and spoke very negatively about 
the political aspects of the process. They said:
In the beginning we were so idealistic. After you got into the process, you 
realized that idealism just wasn’t going to cut it.
And:
We went in naively, really believed that it would be a process done in good 
faith, but that was not the case. There were inappropriate behaviors -  
confrontation. The process was way more politically structured than we 
thought it would be.
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However, one woman from the “Browns” saw some of the political aspects of the 
process in a positive light. She felt that she, her sector, and later the Cariboo 
Communities Coalition, were able to politically influence the process to have their 
views heard and incorporated into the plan. She said:
People are able to influence the political agenda. We used the IWA 
[Industrial, Wood & Allied Workers of Canada], the Sikh organization, to 
get the government on side. Ordinary people, non-political, non­
government, can influence the political agenda. ... David Zirnhelt [then 
MLA for Cariboo-South] put people of the Cariboo first. There was some 
political finagling, but the people had their say.
According to the Merriam Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, “politics” can be 
defined as “the art or science concerned with guiding or influencing governmental 
policy, [and] competition between competing interest groups or individuals for 
power.” Furthermore, Dickerson and Flanagan (1998, 24) write that “power is to 
politics what money is to economics: the medium of exchange, the universal 
common denominator.” The women from the CCLUP process all spoke of their 
efforts to guide or influence the government’s policies on land use planning, and 
they all saw their efforts in the context of a competition between the “Greens” and 
the “Browns.” Throughout the planning process, each of the women came to 
realize that the CCLUP was predicated upon the participants’ power to influence 
the process in order to achieve their individual and collective objectives for land 
use in the Cariboo-Chilcotin.
Although power has been described as the common denominator of 
politics, this is not to say that all sectors in the CCLUP were equal in power and
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influence. In comparing the “Greens” and the “Browns,” it is clear that the 
“Browns” had more power than the “Greens” had. Not only were there more of 
them, (15 “Brown” sectors, compared to 8 “Green” sectors), but they also had 
more money and resources. The “Browns” also had more political power, 
through their connections with local and regional governments, labour 
organizations such as the International Woodworkers’ Association, and the BC 
Ministry of Forests (MOP).
In contrast to the “Browns,” the “Greens” were out-numbered, out-staffed, 
and out-resourced. During the initial formative stages of the process, CORE 
officials tried to even the balance of sector representation at the CCLUP table by 
suggesting to the “Greens” that they divide themselves into numerous different 
sectors, with each one representing a different environmental interest. However, 
the “Greens” believed that this was unnecessary, because the decision-making 
process was to be one of reaching consensus, not voting, and they opted to not 
increase their representation. As the CCLUP process broke down into the 
“Greens” Vs. the “Browns” and consensus became impossible, they later 
regretted this decision not to have more voices at the table.
In addition to the sheer number of representatives at the CCLUP table, the 
“Browns” had more power and resources to influence the process than the 
“Greens” had. Not only did the “Browns” have more money with which to hire 
staff and consultants, but they also had immediate access to data, information, 
and expertise through the large forest companies. Forest Alliance BC, and the 
provincial Ministry of Forests. The “Greens” had difficulty getting information on
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things such as wildlife habitat, population data, and wildlife migration patterns. In 
some cases, this was because the data did not exist or was unavailable; in other 
cases, it was because the information that was available was skewed towards 
resource extraction activities. According to the “Green” women, even the 
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (MELP) was not much help, as they 
did not have enough staff or resources to obtain the required information, either. 
As one “Green” woman, put it, “MELP just wasn’t as powerful as the M.O.F.”
Another aspect of the process that created a power differential among the 
participants, was the fact that some people participated as part of their job, and 
thus were paid to be there, while others took part because they thought it was 
important, not because they had to for their employer. Considering that the 
CCLUP process took place over twenty-seven months and people traveled all 
over the Cariboo-Chilcotin attending public meetings, workshops, sectoral 
meetings, CCLUP table meetings, and sub-committee meetings, time and 
expenses were significant factors to the participants.
The “Greens” felt particularly strong about the issue of paid participation, 
because they were all volunteers, while most of the “Browns” were paid. One 
woman described it:
It was a very uncomfortable environment, there was such animosity ... I 
was completely shot down by the IWA [Industrial, Wood & Allied Workers 
of Canada]. And here we were [our sector] being treated so poorly, and 
feeling so bad, yet we’re there losing our own wages, because we were 
self employed, while the people who are there being so antagonistic, were 
being paid to be there.
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The “Greens” that I spoke with felt very strongly that the “Browns” had 
more power than they had. They said:
I believe strongly in democracy, but in public processes where the stakes 
are high, the processes are to easy to manipulate -  the decisions are 
made behind closed doors by the most powerful sector and the 
government. I think they set out to legitimately do a land use plan, but 
forestry, the timber targets, were above LUCO [Land Use Coordination 
Office], above Stephen Owen [then Commissioner on Resources and 
Environment], in the government’s priorities.
And:
It wasn’t rewarding in proportion to the amount of effort required -  it was 
totally exhausting. I wouldn’t do it again. ... The process was a big power 
struggle. The system is in place -  a broad spectrum of people were 
involved, lots of people came forward, but industry calls the shots in this 
world.
Although both the “Greens” and the “Browns” expressed dissatisfaction 
with the political nature of the planning process, both sides also said that at least 
they were able to participate and perhaps have a small measure of influence on 
the CCLUP. One woman probably summed it up best for both sides when she 
said:
I like to believe that somewhere, out there in the future, there will be 
results. Things will slowly come around, because of our efforts.
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5.1.4 Issues of Gender
When asked whether or not gender was a factor in the CCLUP process, 
all of the “Brown” women said that it was not. The “Browns” felt that women and 
men had an equal opportunity to participate, and that both genders contributed 
equally to the process. On the “Green” side of the table, four women felt very 
strongly that gender was an issue, two felt very strongly that gender was not an 
issue, and two said that they did not think that gender was an issue, but then 
went on to describe aspects of the CCLUP process where women were not able 
to participate with the same authority and autonomy as the men were.
Throughout the process of the research, it became apparent that the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process was subject to gender bias on a 
multitude of levels. Most of the women that I spoke with had never before 
participated in a process of this type. They were unaccustomed to speaking out 
in a public forum, they did not have the experience in negotiating, strategy, and 
bargaining that their male counterparts had, and they felt very strongly that the 
men at the table were not working with them to arrive at a mutually agreeable 
solutions. Although the literature review clearly shows that these aspects of 
public participation processes are embedded within a framework of gender 
inequality, for the most part, the women did not see them as issues of gender. 
Their own evaluations of the process did not identify their lack of experience, lack 
of resources, and lack of power, as being gender related. As one “Green” 
woman put it, “I think it was because we were environmentalists.”
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Part of the reason why some of the women did not perceive gender as a 
significant factor in the planning process, is that gender relations are embedded 
within other social power relationships and intertwined systems of inequality 
(Mayoux 1995, Maclvor 1996). In our capitalist society, economics is the value 
system that guides policy decision-making (Ritzdorf 1995) and this was certainly 
the case in the CCLUP. When asked about women’s abilities to participate in the 
process, one woman said:
There was no disadvantage because I was a woman. Many women are 
involved in the family business, trucking or ranching, there is no question 
that you are part of the economy.
From the “Browns’” perspective, economics was the basis of legitimate 
participation in the planning process, all other issues were secondary.
For most of the participants in the CCLUP, issues of gender were 
subsumed by issues of economics and political power. The women I spoke with 
were concerned that some people were paid to participate in the process and 
some people were not, but they did not identify this as being based on gender. 
One woman said that women were disadvantaged in the process because they 
did not have the same access to information that men had. She said:
Men have more access to facts, data, maps, etc., than women do, just by 
virtue of their jobs. It is more difficult for women to participate on an even 
playing field, because it is more difficult for them to get the information.
One woman suggested that it was problematic that all of the government officials, 
facilitators, and ministerial representatives were men. She suggested that
110
women would feel more comfortable speaking up in a women’s forum where they 
would not have to compete with men to be heard or recognized.
Ten of the eleven women that I spoke with talked about problems with 
communication at the CCLUP table. Several said that people, “especially the 
men,” were rude and interrupting, that the process was laden with industry 
jargon, and that only “experts” were deemed to have any credibility. Eight of the 
ten women felt that gender was a factor in communicating at the table, while the 
other two did not see gender as an issue at all.
Although there was no clear agreement among the women regarding 
issues of gender bias in the planning process, all but one of the women felt that 
the process would have been more efficient and more effective if the table had 
have been comprised of only women. They all believed that women can work 
together better than men can, that women would be better at making 
compromises to reach consensus, and that a women's table would not have a 
hierarchical power structure where some members were deemed to be more 
credible or important than others.
It must be recognized that the women were speaking from their personal 
experiences as participants in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, 
and were not necessarily generalizing for all public participation processes. 
Furthermore, the results of my research have indicated that although the process 
broke down into the “Browns” Vs. the “Greens,” the two groups’ positions were 
actually not that far apart. However, it is possible that it was actually the 
women’s positions that were not that far apart, and that if male participants had
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have been interviewed, the results would have been different. In either case, 
most of the women from the CCLUP felt that the men at the table obstructed their 
ability to communicate openly and to work together to reach consensus.
It should be noted that the men from the CCLUP table may have felt the 
same way about the women participants. However, this does not invalidate nor 
preclude the women’s evaluations.
5.2 Implications for Women’s Participation in Land Use Planning
By all accounts, the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process was 
dysfunctional in its efforts to build consensus. Levels of trust were very low, the 
process degenerated into two extremely polarized factions, and participants 
could not work together as equals: the “Browns” had more resources and access 
to data (and therefore, more power) than the “Greens” had. Despite all of this 
however, ten of the eleven women said that they would go through the process 
again, although one of those ten said that she would not have as deep a level of 
commitment next time around. Only the woman who had quit the CCLUP table 
said that she would not do it again.
Examining the research results in the context of the first two questions, 
namely:
° What were the experiences of the women who participated in the Cariboo-
Chilcotin Land Use Planning process?
° How do these women evaluate their own experiences?
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indicates an apparent contradiction regarding the women’s experiences in the 
land use planning process. All of the women described the process as being 
frustrating, confrontational, time consuming, and expensive. Yet at the same 
time, they also felt that it was rewarding, they felt that they had learned a lot, and 
some felt that they were able to have some say, and perhaps some small 
influence, in a very large and important public process.
At the same time, however, the women did have some suggestions on 
how the process could be improved to encourage more women to participate. 
Recognizing that women, more than men, are responsible for childcare, several 
women suggested that childcare should be provided so that more women would 
be free to attend CCLUP meetings. One woman suggested that women might be 
more comfortable participating in a women’s caucus, “a forum for women to 
speak without men,” and that it would be helpful if some of the government 
officials and facilitators were women.
Most of the recommendations that the women suggested to improve the 
planning process are not specific to women. This reflects the ambivalence that 
most of the women felt regarding gender issues. For the most part, issues of 
gender were simply not seen as being as important as issues of economics and 
political power. Most of the women that I spoke with did not view their lack of 
political and economic power as being related to gender; they simply did not 
analyze the CCLUP process through a gendered lens.
For most of the women, gender relations were subsumed under the power 
dynamic of “Browns” Vs. “Greens.” There are several possible reasons why this
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was the case. First, the “Brown” Vs. “Green” polarization was so powerful that it 
dominated the entire process. Second, there were both men and women on 
either side, so there was never a clear case of “male Vs. female.” Third, all of the 
participants in the CCLUP process have experienced, and continue to 
experience, gender based inequality in other areas of their lives: the CCLUP 
process could not be differentiated from individuals’ other experiences in this 
aspect. And finally, gender was never given any consideration by either the 
participants or the CORE officials as having any relevance in the public process. 
Even the women for whom gender was an important issue were able to offer 
more suggestions for improving the process for everyone than for improving the 
process for women.
The most common suggestion for improving the process was that 
individuals who were participating in the process outside of their jobs needed to 
be more generously compensated. No one went so far as to say that individuals 
should be paid a salary to participate, but there were strong feelings that the 
process was unfair because corporate representatives and government officials 
were being paid, and thus fully compensated, for their time and effort, while 
others were not. One woman said “There has to be a way that either we are all 
paid, or none are paid.”
Perhaps the two most significant suggestions on how to improve the 
process were to have better training in consensus negotiating for the participants, 
and to have stronger, unbiased facilitators or mediators who would not allow the 
process to degenerate into the “Browns” Vs. the “Greens.” The polarization of
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the process, the distrust of the government, and the intense political nature of the 
planning process, are three inter-related themes that could be dramatically 
improved by implementing these two suggestions. Land use planning processes 
are government processes, and because of this, politics will always play a role. 
However, for consensus to work, the negotiation table must be as free as 
possible from hidden agendas and outside lobbying. Roles, responsibilities, and 
accountability must be clearly defined; the participants and facilitators must share 
the responsibility to ensure that everyone is included, and that everyone is 
allowed to contribute equally (Cormack et al 1996).
Some of the women, both “Brown” and “Green," suggested that the 
process could be improved if the participants were concerned citizens who cared 
about their community, rather than sector representatives. Hawkins (1999) 
compared the effectiveness of sectoral and open public participation in land use 
planning processes. His results were inconclusive; some open processes were 
effective and some were not; some sectoral processes were effective, and some 
were not. However, through my field research on Booth and Halseth’s Public 
Participation and the New Forest Economy project (2000) I did learn of one Land 
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) process where the participant selection 
criteria included the individual’s capacity and desire to work as a team to develop 
a plan that would benefit the whole community, while at the same time, balancing 
essential values of resource and environmental interests. The Bulkley Valley 
LRMP process was successful in meeting its deadlines and developing a land 
use plan that the community was essentially satisfied with. Numerous people
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that I spoke with attributed this success to the integrity and "community­
mindedness" of the individuals at the negotiating table. Many of the women from 
the Cariboo-Chilcotin process believe that a group of local residents, making 
local decisions, could have reached consensus on a land use plan that most 
people in the region would have been satisfied with.
As many of the women pointed out, the foundation for a successful public 
participation process is to have a group of people who are willing to work 
together for the good of all. The Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan had that group 
of people in the women who talked with me. All of them were passionate about 
their communities, the region, and the values that they brought to the CCLUP 
table, and all of them worked hard to develop what they believed would be the 
best plan possible for the Cariboo-Chilcotin. Despite the fact that the process 
was long, arduous, and often unpleasant, they would still be willing to go through 
it all again. Indeed, several of the women are still involved with monitoring the 
implementation of the CCLUP, working on Community Resource Boards, and 
participating in other land use planning exercises.
This is perhaps the most significant discovery form this research: in spite 
of the economic, political, and gender inequalities that were intertwined within the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin Land use Planning process, these women were able to take 
something positive from the experience, and are prepared to further commit 
themselves to public participation.
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5.3 Conclusion
Through inductive analysis and interpretation, four key themes emerged 
from the data; the polarization of the CCLUP process, participants’ distrust of the 
government, the political nature of the planning process, and issues of gender. 
All of the women discussed these themes in relation to their own experiences in 
the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process, and the implications that they 
may have for women’s participation in land use planning.
Although the women that I spoke with expressed dissatisfaction with the 
way the process broke down into “Greens” Vs. “Brown,” and all of them 
expressed distrust in the government, they remained committed to public 
participation processes. The women recognized economic, social, and political 
inequalities as barriers to public participation, but many did not identify these as 
being related to gender. For the most part, issues of gender were subsumed 
under the greater power dynamic of “Greens” Vs. “Browns.” Key issues included 
lack of training in negotiation and communication techniques, the fact that some 
individuals participated as part of their jobs rather than as volunteers, and access 
to resources and information. These and other issues are addressed in Chapter 






This chapter presents a number or recommendations that address the 
third and final research question, namely:
° What changes could be made in order to encourage more women to 
participate in land use planning processes?
The recommendations below reflect not only the research done for this thesis, 
but also knowledge gained through my course work at the University of Northern 
British Columbia, my experience as the Chair of the Public Advisory Committee 
for the Prince George Official Community Plan Review (1999-2000), and the field 
research that I conducted for Dr. Annie Booth and Dr. Greg Halseth’s Community 
Participation and the New Forest Economy research project (1997-1999).
6.1 Recommendations for Improving Women’s Participation in Land Use 
Planning
My research has generated the following recommendations to encourage 
women’s participation in land use planning processes. They are not offered in 
any particular order.
1) Conduct more research
As Maureen Reed (1997) has demonstrated, very little research has been 
done on women and land use planning. In order to enhance our understanding 
of how women function within the realm of public participation and land use
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planning, It is necessary to conduct more research and expand the existing 
knowledge base. We need to identify what barriers and obstacles prohibit or 
discourage women from participating in land use planning processes, and 
develop solutions to address these problems. We also need to identify the 
positive aspects of the planning process for women, and capitalize on these 
areas in order to encourage women’s participation.
Further research should not only include more case studies, but also 
broad survey methods that will facilitate longitudinal and comparison analyses. If 
we are genuinely committed to improving women’s participation in land use 
planning, we need to assess, both quantitatively and qualitatively, the present 
situation, and monitor that situation over time. The more knowledge that we 
have regarding women’s experiences in land use planning processes, the better 
we will be able to understand how these processes encourage or discourage 
women from participating, and the better equipped we will be for improving the 
process for women’s participation.
2) Provide Training
The literature review and the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning 
process indicates that women lack experience in public participation and 
negotiation processes. Individuals who want to participate in these processes 
should not be disadvantaged because of lack of experience. Women, and 
others, should receive adequate training so that they can participate to their 
potential.
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As some of the women in the CCLUP process suggested, all participants 
should receive training in communicating, negotiating, and consensus building so 
that everyone understands their roles and responsibilities in the process. If all 
participants understand how the negotiation process is supposed to proceed, 
they will be better prepared to fulfill their own responsibilities as members of a 
negotiation table, and they will also be better equipped to ensure that everyone 
works together to achieve the table’s goals.
3) Provide fora for women to participate
One woman in the CCLUP process suggested that a women’s caucus 
could provide women with a forum where they could express themselves on their 
own terms. The realm of planning and public participation is a masculine one, 
steeped in the rational model. Women are often unaccustomed to this mode of 
communication and paradigm, and could benefit from the opportunity to share 
their voices, knowledge, and experiences, and to have these acknowledged by 
their peers and planning officials. As one woman put it:
Something in the process should be changed to allow women’s way of 
communicating to hold the same value or weight as men’s way. Women 
don’t communicate the same way as men, especially in the public forum, 
and the process should be changed so that women’s ways carries the 
same weight as men’s. Not train women so that they become just like 
men, but change the system so that they don’t have to.
Perhaps some women would feel more comfortable contributing to the 
process through means other than a public forum. Written submissions and
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documented private meetings with planning officials or other government 
representatives should be encouraged as a means of achieving more inclusive 
participation.
Some of the women that I spoke with mentioned that the entire CCLUP 
process was run by men, suggesting that having female planners, CORE 
officials, facilitators or mediators, would be a positive development for their 
participation in the process. These female role models and/or mentors could be 
an effective means of encouraging and supporting participation.
And finally, in order for women to be able to participate in public 
processes, they must have access to them. Planning processes must be 
sensitive to the needs of women in holding meetings, so that the time and 
location of the meetings are convenient and accessible for women participants. 
Childcare should be provided so that women are free to participate, or children 
should be welcome at the meetings.
4) Provide access to information and resources
It is extremely difficult to participate in land use planning without adequate 
resources and information. As the research shows, women often are not in 
positions of employment or educational/financial situations where they have 
access to required information. The true success of public participation in land 
use planning is that it results in better decisions and more public support. 
Neither of these can happen unless participants have adequate information on
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which to base their decisions/recommendations. Cormick et al (1996, p.62) 
suggest a number of techniques for equalizing resources within consensus 
groups. Some of these are outlined below:
° Provide honoraria to compensate for lost work/business time 
° Provide intervener funding for hiring technical or specialized expertise 
° Develop protocols for full information sharing 
° Create technical working groups 
° Hire experts in service of full consensus team 
° Provide a common information base
° Provide mediator assistance in establishing new groups for previously 
unorganized interests
° Provide financial and other assistance to less well-organized groups
° Use coalitions to pool resources and share tasks.
5) Make the process accountable and credible
The women that I spoke with were concerned about the lack of 
accountability with the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. Several 
women felt that because there were no official records kept, no one at the 
negotiation table had to be accountable for what they said or for the way that 
they behaved, and government officials were not compelled to seriously consider 
all evidence presented. Land use planning is a public process that should be 
accountable, not only to the participants, but to all citizens. To this end, it is 
imperative that records be kept: agendas and meeting minutes should be
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available: written and oral submissions should be documented and on file; and 
throughout the process, periodic summary reports should be written and made 
available to the public.
Participants in the CCLUP felt that the process was not credible for a 
variety of reasons. These included the perception that many of the key land use 
decisions had already been made, the belief that even the decisions that had 
been made through the CORE process were not being implemented, and the 
impression that the “rules” appeared to change part way through. Additionally, 
the women that I spoke with said that the process often degenerated into 
shouting arguments, and that there was no real negotiating taking place in order 
to reach consensus.
These issues can be addressed through a variety of means. First, the 
process must be conducted with integrity. That is, the process must not be 
allowed to break down into polarized factions, individuals must be treated with 
respect, all participants must be allowed to contribute meaningfully to the 
process, and everyone’s voice must be heard and recognized, as the table works 
together to reach consensus. When the government facilitator is unable to 
ensure the integrity of the negotiation process, a third party mediator or 
mediation team should be brought in to keep the process on track.
As an independent third party, a mediator can function in a variety of 
capacities. The Society of Professionals in Dispute Resolution (1992) has 
summarized mediator competencies, some of which are outlined below:
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° Assist the negotiation table with establishing rules of procedure 
that will facilitate the consensus process
° Ensure that the rules of procedure are followed
° Promote and monitor communication at and away from the table
° Work with all members of the table both individually and
collectively
° Coordinate the activities of the different players, including the 
participants, resource experts, and others
° Assist with the monitoring of the plan, and with additional
negotiations and renegotiations.
A second means of increasing the credibility of land use planning 
processes is to increase participants’ knowledge and understanding of all 
aspects of the process. Participants must understand how their plan fits into the 
overall governmental organization of legislation, policy, and other plans. In
cases where the new plan will be constrained by existing legislation or contracts,
(for example, previously established Annual Allowable Cuts), the planning table 
must understand the limitations and the reasons for them. When the introduction 
of new legislation will potentially affect a planning process, all participants need 
to be allowed the time and opportunity to understand the potential ramifications.
A third and critical avenue towards increasing the credibility of planning 
processes is to ensure that participants and planning officials have a clear and 
common understanding of what their roles are, right from the beginning of the 
planning process. There is a huge difference between mere public consultation 
and genuine shared decision-making: is the planning table acting in an advisory
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capacity to the government, or are they sharing the responsibility for making the 
decisions and ensuring that the plan is implemented? If the process is based on 
shared decision-making (as the CCLUP was), then the government and all of its 
affected agencies must be prepared and able, to give up some of their decision­
making power.
6.2 Discussion
The recommendations from my research do not reflect any new and 
radical departures from the current literature on public participation and land use 
planning. Indeed, in 1992 when the Cariboo-Chilcotin CORE process began, 
there was already a substantial body of literature on effective public participation 
processes in land use planning (see Booth and Halseth 1997). However, the 
strength of the recommendations is that they are grounded in a “real life” case 
study, born of real women’s experiences in land use planning.
Most of the recommendations outlined above arê not gender specific. 
This is consistent with the results of the research: most of the women that I 
spoke with did not identify gender as being a critical factor in their ability to 
participate effectively in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land use Planning process. 
Further to that, their recommendations for improving the planning process reflect 
their concerns regarding the polarization of the negotiation table into “Greens” 
and “Browns,” their distrust of the government, and the political nature of the 
planning process.
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Although many of the recommendations presented In this chapter are not 
specifically aimed at women, their implementation would certainly be beneficial 
for women’s participation in land use planning processes. The current literature 
indicates that women are often disadvantaged in the public participation forum 
because of lack of training, experience, and resources; the recommendations 
above would serve to mitigate these problems.
Of course, for any of these recommendations to come to fruition, there 
must be the political will to have it so. This means that society must recognize 
the need to make public participation processes as inclusive as possible, and 
that governments must respond accordingly. While the province of British 
Columbia has essentially institutionalized public participation in resource and 
land use planning, there has been no effort to address issues of gender 
inequality in the process. This is probably a reasonable position for the 
government to take, considering the sometimes overwhelming issues of 
inequality regarding resources, access to information, and political power. 
Which is not to say that it is the right position to take, only that it is a reasonable 
response for government in a society that is preoccupied with economics and 
productivity, and whose dominant voice has traditionally ignored or perpetuated 
unequal gender relations.
Having said that, however, we need to recognize that gender relations are 
inextricably interlinked within a political, economic, and social power dynamic 
within which our society functions. Because women generally have different 
material realities, experiences, and knowledge than men have, they can bring a
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unique perspective to the realm of land use planning (Falnstein 1997, Hedlund 
1988, Little 1986, Reed 1997, Sachs 1994). By Incorporating a more Inclusive 
approach to public participation In land use planning, we as a society can 
develop land use plans that more accurately and comprehensively reflect the 
Interests and values of affected communities. In the long run, we will all benefit 
from better and more balanced land use decisions, knowing that public policy 
and decision making processes are more Inclusive, with a broader array of 
citizens who have the necessary skills, experience, and knowledge to contribute 
to public policy.
6.3 Conclusion
This thesis represents the results and recommendations from my research 
on women’s participation In land use planning using the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land 
Use Planning (CCLUP) process as a case study. I Interviewed eleven women 
who had participated In the process and asked them what their experiences 
were, how they felt about their experiences, and what recommendations they 
could make to encourage more women to become involved in land use planning.
The women that I spoke with described their experiences with the CCLUP 
as being frustrating, time consuming, and expensive. They all described the 
negotiation process as having broken down Into two factions of “Browns” Vs. 
“Greens,” they were dismayed and disappointed with the political nature of the 
planning process, and they expressed a universal distrust of the government In 
charge of the process.
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Most of the recommendations presented in this chapter are not gender 
specific, which is a reflection of most of the women’s ambivalent attitudes 
regarding issues of gender inequality. The CCLUP table was so polarized along 
the political division of “Green" Vs. “Brown,” that gender issues were subsumed 
into the larger issues of economics and political power. The women that I 
interviewed felt that gender was not a critical issue for encouraging participation, 
but training, access to information and resources, and governmental 
accountability were.
By all accounts, the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process was 
dysfunctional in its efforts to reach consensus and to develop a land use plan for 
the region. Although the women described their experiences in negative terms, 
all of the women who completed the process (ten of the eleven women 
interviewed) said that they would do it again. Despite the long hours, the travel 
and expenses, and the often stressful and uncomfortable environment, they felt 
that they had personally grown from the experience, they had learned a 
tremendous amount of technical and scientific information, and they had gained a 
wealth of knowledge and insight regarding the making of public policy.
This is perhaps the most significant outcome, not only of my research, but 
of the CCLUP process, itself: although the process was long and arduous, the 
women that I spoke with, for the most part, felt that it was worthwhile because it 
made them better public citizens in that they are better equipped to participate in 
other planning processes. These women, both “Browns” and “Greens,” were 
extremely committed to serving the needs of their communities through their
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participation in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planning process. In spite of the 
problems that they identified, they remain dedicated to the notion of public 
planning processes, and hopeful that the processes will improve. One woman 
summed it up by saying:
Despite the results, which from our point of view were an absolute failure, I 
personally feel that a lot was gained ... I like to believe that somewhere, 
out there in the future, there will be results. Things will slowly come 
around, because of our efforts.
The same can be said about improving land use planning processes in order to 
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Appendix I -  Conceptual Baggage
Conceptual baggage refers to thoughts, ideas, and assumptions that the 
researcher has about the study issue. The researcher must remain conscious of 
her biases and conceptual baggage throughout the research project and take 
them into account when doing data collection, analysis, and interpretation. 
Because the researcher can never totally eliminate these thoughts and 
assumptions, explicitly stating them outlines the biases of the researcher and 
reduces their potential to distort the research process (Kirby & McKenna 1989).
Some of the conceptual baggage that I carry relevant to this research is 
outlined below.
° I believe that women should be more involved in the land use planning 
process, and that we would make better planning decisions if more women 
were involved.
° I believe in the legitimacy of feminist research methodology.
° I believe that qualitative research is scientific and can offer richer descriptions
and explanations of some phenomena than quantitative research can.
° I believe that we live in a patriarchal society where women are disadvantaged 
politically, socially, and financially, because of their gender.
° I believe that the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Planing process was very 
confrontational in nature, and that powerful industry and labour organizations 
dominated the process.
° I sympathize with the women who were on the “green” side of the negotiation 
table because I believe that the “brown” side had more resources and more 
power.
° I admire all of the women who participated in the CCLUP, both the “greens”
and the “browns,” for their commitment to their personal values and their
140
dedication in seeing the process through, under what were at times, trying 
circumstances.
° I believe that there is much that we can learn from the women that I 
interviewed and that their stories should be documented and shared; they 
should not just fade away and disappear into “non-history.”
° Despite the fact that none of them achieved consensus, I believe that the 
CORE planning processes were worthwhile exercises because they allowed 
community members to become involved in land use planning and shared 
decision making.
° I believe that I have established a good rapport with each of the women that I 
have interviewed, and I believe that they have openly and honestly shared 
their experiences with me.
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Appendix II
Interview Questions -  The Participation of Women In Land Use Planning 
Processes: A Case Study of the Carlboo-Chllcotin Land Use Plan
N a m e _____________________________Address__________________________  Phone.
D a te ___________________  T im e _____________________  P la c e _________________
Notes:
1. How long have you lived in this community?
2. How would you describe your community?
3. What is it about your community that brought you here, and keeps you here?
4. Can you give me some background on your particular organization/group? 
What are its goals/purposes? How long have you been active with this 
organization?
5. Please tell me about your involvement with the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use 
Planning process -  How long have you been involved? What was the nature 
of your participation?
6. What was it that encouraged you to become involved with the planning 
process?
7. How would you describe your personal experience with the Cariboo-Chilcotin 
Land Use Planning process?
8. Do you think that your experiences were different from those of other 
participants because you are a woman? How so?
9. Do you think that it is important that women participate in decision-making 
processes that affect their communities, such as the CCLUP? Why or why 
not?
10. What do you believe women can bring to the process in order to improve land 
use planning decisions?
11. What barriers, if any, in the process, discourage or prohibit women from 
participating?
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12. What improvements could be made to the process, in order to get more 
women to participate?
13. Is there anything else that you would like to add about the CCLUP process or 
about women’s involvement in the process?
143
Appendix III -  Informed Consent Form
Informed Consent Form -  The Participation of Women In Land Use Planning 
Processes: A Case Study of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan
The purpose of this study is twofold:
1. To investigate and document the experiences of women participating in the Cariboo- 
Chilcotin Land Use Planning (CCLUP) process, and
2. To develop criteria and recommendations that may enhance the participation of 
women in future land use planning processes.
The researcher for this study is Tracy M. Thornton, who will be using the results as part 
of a Master’s of Science thesis in the Natural Resources Management program at the 
University of Northern British Columbia (UNBC) in Prince George. Dr. Annie Booth, 
Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies, UNBC, is the academic 
advisor. If you have any questions or concerns about this research, you may contact 
Tracy Thornton at (250) 964-0743 or Dr. Booth at (250) 960-6649.
Your participation in this interview is completely voluntary. Please feel free to ignore 
questions or parts of questions. The interview should take about 40 minutes, although 
you may stop the interview process at any time.
Strict confidentiality will be maintained throughout the study; names of study participants 
will not be associated with statements made during interviews. Approximately twenty- 
five people will be interviewed. No results will be represented such that any individual 
could be directly identified. However, because this is a small community, there is always 
the remote chance that someone may be able recognize your opinions or expressions, 
and thus, indirectly identify you. Results from the interviews will be stored in a secure 
office and only Tracy Thornton and Dr. Booth will have access to the files. All data will 
be destroyed when the study is completed.
You can consent to participating by signing the bottom of this form. Thank you.
I,______________________ have read the above information and I understand the
procedures to be used in this study. I also understand that my participation is voluntary 
and that I may withdraw my participation at any time. My signature certifies that I 
consent to participate and acknowledges receipt of a copy of the consent form.
Date____________________  Signature,
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